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This report was prepared pursuant to contracts
with the Office of Planning, Budgeting and Evaluation,
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TI.is.study was begun in June 1972 under a contract

between the Office of Education and the Brookings Institution and

was transferred to the National Academy of Public Administration

Foundation in July 1973 by agreement of the Officei Brookings,

and the Foundation upon my transfer to the Foundation stiff.

The initiative for the study was taken by officials

in.the Department of Health, Educatidn, and Welfare in response

toimounting concerns and divide opinions about the use of

accred tation to establish the eligibility of postsecondary insti-

tutionis for federal prgrams. In June 1971, a report to the

Congr4ss by HEW Secretay Elliot Richardson had recommended that

the Commissioner of Education initiate a study of recognized

4 accrediting agencies and of other means of discharging their

functions, including the possible creation of "a Congressionally-

chartered public corporation to promote the national coordination

of accreditation." In November 1971, a draft report on Accredita-

tion and Institutional Eligibility by a committee chaired by Frank

Newman of Stanford, which had been organized at the suggestion of

HEW Secretary Finch and Assistant Secretary Butler, created a furor

in accrediting circles by recommending thatia Federal Commission

on Institutional Eligibility be established to determine the

eligibility of institutionA on the basis of criteria independent

of accreditation. Many in the accrediting community viewed that

`gas a threat to establish a system of direct government accreditation;,

but they were also concerned about, the growing government regulation

of accrediting agenciei; in the course of the process by which the
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Commissioner recognized agencies for eligibility purposes.

HEW officials initially asked for two inquiries:

one, into accreditation per se, especially accreditation standards '

and their educational and institutional consequences; and the

second, into the use of accreditation for eligibility purposes.

I declined to pursue the first inquiry for several reasons:

a) The second seemed complicated enough. b) A study of standards
7

would remain purely formal unless an assessment were made of the

extent tO which different standards were actually enforced by

different accrediting agencies at representative institutions;

that would require a major study in its own right. c) In the

aftermath of the Newman report, the propriety or, at any rate,

wisdom of an outside, governmentsponsored inquiry into private

accrediting standards was questionable.:

Even con f\7 the question of accreditation and

eligibility, the study`has been the most difficult I have ever

conducted because of the coniplxity andintractability of its

\ technical and political problems, \the ephemerality of many

"postsecondary" "schools" and "prtams" (not to mention "accrediting"

\

activities), which, if they do exis $ .dike the tracks of the
i

abominable snowman leave no reliable clues to their nature; and
,

.

the changeability of government and private policies and practices.

It has requireea consideration of the number of postsecondary

schoolii, which is unknown and changes constantly; and of their

nature, which.ranges from hospital "schools" with no students to

universities with 40,000: It has required an exploration of

accrediting agencies, which arouse astonishing passions, which

accredit anywhere from no schools to more than 1,000, which undergo
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frequent changes in their composition, procedures, organisation.
se.

and standards, and about which it seems impossible to make any

statement with which everyone will agree except that "accrediting"

begins with an "a." It has required an examination cat innumerable

government programs which have utilized accreditation directly

or indirectly for decades; which involve students, institutions,

and faculty; government appointments, draft exemptions, and entry

visas; and the educational,,picifessional and occupational licensing

laws and regulations of fifty. states. A computer printout prepared

by the'Air Force Judge Advocate General showed over 200 uses of

the term "accreditation" or derivatives in 2) of the SO titles

of the U.S. Code, and none, apparently, was defined.

Confronted with the three ill-known, open-ended,

and changing worlds of:postsecondary education, accreditation, and

eligibility, a number of spmpromisea had to be made. In the post-

/

secondary world, we concentrated on the problems of proprietary

schools; in the world of accreditation, on the work of the agencies

accrediting degree -/granting institutions and proprietary schools,

N,

which are relied on most heavily for eligibility prupbseS;4end,

in the world of government eligibility, upon the programs of

widespread student aid, especially veterans benefits and guaianteed

student loans, which pose the problems of student prOtection and

school eligibility that have been of great Congressional and public

concern. We had been asked and sought to examine the special

problems of accreditation and eligibility in allied health areas,

which take much of the time of OE and HEW staff. But a special

commission directed by William Selden was working on this difficult

set of problems and, aiter'repeated consultations, r concluded
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that there was nothing'we could usefully contribute to their

important and delicate efforts.

A variety of methods was employed. Visits were paid to

all seven regional accrediting commissions for higher education,

the three major agencies accreditihg proprietary schools, and

over fifteen other agencies recognized by the Commissioner of

Education, and/or the National Commi#sioh on Accrediting. Staff

accompanied accrediting visits to/universities and schiiols,

attended all meetings of, the CoMpoissionees-Advisory Committee

on Accreditation and institutional Eligibility (including

executive portions) held durin'the course of the study, a

meeting of the National Commis#ion on Accrediting,. and at least
.

a dozen other meetings at which accreditation issues were. discussed.

Interviews were conducted and correspondence exchanged with recognized

sOokesmen for, critics of, andauthorities on accreditation;

with the leaders and staff of educational and professiohal associa-

tions; and with a number of school owners and representatives.

Discussions were held with the staff ofstate education departments,

veterans approving agencies, and consumer protection agencies;

with lawyers and other Spokesmen for students victimized by predatory

trade, business, and correspondence schools; with officials and

staff of the Office of Education, the Federal Trade Commission:,

the Veterans Administration, and Congressional committees most

actively concerned with institutional eligibility and student

financial aid.

The published aid unpublished literature on accreditatio

state'llicensure, and proprietary schools was examined. Newsktper
.

stories were clipped and followup inquiries made; educational and
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accrediting newsletters were read assiduously. A study was made

of selected cases in which law suits or public events placed on

record unusually detailed evidence of the operations and importance

of accreditation. Much evidence was volunkeered by parties involved

in contentious cases (concerning, for ezample, the accreditation

of schools for the blind, for chiropractors, pharmacists, and

medical laboratory technicians). We were visited by representatives

Of at least four fields and two countries contemplating the initiation

of accrediting. We collected statistics and made speCial computer

runs in attempts to estimate the ntlber, kinds, and enrollments of

accredited and unaccredited, eligible and ineligible schools, and

the amount of funds going, in major federal programs, to accredited

schools and to unaccredited schools eligible in other ways. Question

naires were sent to, and responses received from, the directors

of all recognized accrediting agencies and state approving agencies

for veterans.

Questionnaires and letters of inWry were also to have

been sent to the owners of selected accredited and unaccredited

proprietary schools and to the presidents of a number of accredited

and unaccredited, traditional and nontraditional colleges, to request

their views on accreditation and its use byhe government. These

inquiries had to be dropped because of the delays imposed in

obtaining government clearance of the forms. The clearance was

professional, not political; nonetheless, it was pedantic and

protracted and represented a clear case of one arm of the government,

with the best of intentions, obstructing another arm.

A draft of the present report was prepared in February

1974 and distributed for comment'and discussion to some 300 persons.
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Detailed responses were received from over fifty perso0a, as well

as from.two reading committees,appointed,.respectively, by the

Brookings Institution and the Office of Education. The hport

was also discussed at two day-long meetings in April 1974; at a

meeting of veterans state approving agency officials; and at

several sessions with OE staff. Comments from authorities of.

comparable standing ranged from "the most penetrating and

comprehensive analysis of accrediting in our history" to "the

report shouldbe.....put in your [4E] files for a good long rest!"

The style, scholarship, balance, and recommendations were praised

and damned. Some such reception was anticipated in the initial

study prospectus, which,quoted from the 1662 preface to the Book

of Common Prayer:

And having thus endeavoured to diScharge our duties in
this weighty affair...and to approve our sincerity therein (so
far as lay in us) to the consciences of all men; although we know
it impossible (in such variety of apprehensions, humours and interest,
as are in the world) to please all; nor can expect that men of
factious, peevish, and perverie spirits should be satisfied with
anything that can be done in this kind by any other than themselves:
Yet we have good hope, that what is here preserited, Etna Rath been...
with great diligence examined qnd approved, will be also well accepted
and approved by all sober, peaceable and truly conscientious...sons.

While it was impossible to please everyone, all comments received

careful attention and many corrections and revisions resulted.

A few words about the organization of the report may help

some readers to !.elect those portions which are of special interest

rM them. A q.,:ick digest can also be obtained by reading the

summaries at the beginning of each chapter.

Chapter A, which presentS our policy conclusions and

recommendations, follows consecutively from the discussion in

Chapter L of accreditation and other systems by which schools can

tie rendered eligible for pubic prdodmb: 'Several advisers felt



that the report wasso long that diligent readers might not live

to Teach the end, and,oat their suggestion, it has been placed

first. Hardy, youthful, or conservative readers may prefer _to

read it last.

The empirical content, presented in Chapteihrough

K, begins with sketches of the origins of accrediting and of the

Office of Education's thin involvement with'it until 1965, in

Chapters B and C respectively. Chapter D describes the operation

of the OE Accreditation and Institutional Eligibility Staff and

advigory committee, and some of their major policy objectives;

Chapter E, the experience with, and opinions of, AIES, eligibility

issues, and related matters reported to us by representatives of

recognized accrediting agencies.

Chapter F evoked so few comments from readers that few

may have read it. Nonetheless, it is a lynchpin of the report,

attempting to assess the size of the postsecondary universe, the

number of accredited and unaccredited institutions, such character-

istics of each as can be gleaned from available statistical and

descriptive comparisons, and the extent to which institutional

. accreditation represents a reliable mark of quality. Chapter (

presents a limited amount of evidence on the delicate question

of whether regional accreditation is a reliable'dark of an

institution's probity. This chapter hasp been criticized more

severely than any other; many readers 41t it should be dropped;. Z-F
citc

their arguments-are,discussed and rejeted.
AL

Chapters H, I, and J examine( the eligibility systems of ; 44
kg.

the major federal programs of student financial aid: veterans'

benefits (H), guaranteed student loans (L), manpower training

ses



assistance and social security benefits for student beneficiaries
%

(J). Chapter 3 also briefly discusses two other institutional

eligibility systems, for research awards and foreign schools,

which are of special significance to our central problem

because accreditation plays no part in either.

To judge from readers' comments, Chapter K is less

contentious than Chapter G. Can it be because the malpractices

noted in K are of most concern to proprietary schools whereas

those dealt with in G occur at universities and colleges? In

several respects, the two, chapters are complementary: each

presents second-hand evidence designed to note, not to document

methodically, distressing problems which accreditation has not

resolved or, in the case of colleges, even confronted.

Chapters L and A take the dAngerous but necessary leap

from fact to theory, experience to generalization, administration

to policy. Chapter L discusses factors that make institutiona],,

eligibility important or unimportant in different programs; the

place of accreditation as one of these factors, especially in OE

programs; the Newman committee proposal to dispense with accredita-

tion; and the adirantages and disadvantages of the few practicable

alternative systems which might rely on the determinations of

a) private accrediting agencies, b) state agencies, c) a new

national commission, or d) OE staff. Chapter A continues the

argumentation in Chapter L and offers a number of recommendations

with regard to accreditation and eleigibility, student protection,

and improved institutional information.
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A. Conclusions and Recommendations

Summary

Accreditation should continue to serve as one means by which
postsecondary schools become eligible for federal programs. However,
OE should relf less heavily, and in po case solely, on it. A private
committee should be established to offer an alternative channel-of
eligibility f8r useful unaccredited schools.

The function of reviewing accrediting agencies and recommend-
ing some for inclusion on the Commissioner of Education's list of re-
cognized agencies should be largely-transferred to the Council;on
Postsecondary Accredit4tion. The commissioner's Advisory Committee
on Accreditation and InstitutiOnal Eligibility should serve as the
final appellate body for recognition purposes; the committee and staff
should,cease their promotion oraccreditation and concentrate on alter -
nativ avenues of eligibility, additional requirements for eligibility
and the removal of eligibility, and measures of student protection.
All eligible schools should meet the same requirements;_ accredited
schools should receive .no special privileges such as the right to re-
fund less tuition to a student who drops out.

OE should institute a program to improve the training of
state education staff and to gain their fuller cooperation in enforcing
federal eligibility regulations.

Student loans should be insured against school closure.
Colleges as well as proprietary schools should be required to notify
students about their tuition refund policy. We endorse other measures
recommended by the 1974 Denver conference on consumer protection in
postsecondary education.

To inform students adequately, some critical institutional
information must be published. Reports and ra*ngs of named schools
should be prepared by private organizations with federal and private
funds. Special studies are needed of ineligible and unaccredited
schools, and of the incidence of educational malpractices. School
dropout and job placement rates should be provided.

No really satisfactory solution exists to the fearsome prob-
lems of determining the quality and eligibility of over 13,000 post-
secondary schools. We can only do our best with the resources, facts,
and judgment that can be brought to bear on the problems.



BEV COPX,OVABLE

We were asked to examine the merit of using accreditation as

i condition of eligibility in fedexal, and especially OE, postsecondary

educatiotal programs. We will summarize our conclusions about the pre-
.

sent OE eligibility system. Then we will recommend various changes

which represent a compromise between the Newman proposal to discard

accreditation completely and the excessive reliance which OE has

placed on it. Finally, we will discuss the related problems of stt
,)

dent protection and the provision of better public information about

postsecondary institutions.,

-t,
First, however, a major qualification is in order. The prob-

Lilems o monitoring the business and educational operations--even the

names and.addresses--of over 13,000 postsecondary schools and 50,000 to

100,000 or more programs toOetermine which should be eligible for wide-
;

spread federal benefits are technically ferocious and politically con-

tentious. The.interests at stake are intractably conflicted. No

course of action can please all major parties, and the opposition of any

one--the regionals, proprietary schools, universities, community col-

leges, the established professions, state or federal officialdom--can

frustrate and defeat a course that the others may deem entirely rea-

sonable. Social science has no magic wand with which to conjure up

solutions that everyone will admire and no one has ever thought of: Are

we obligated to recommend a solution if we see none? We want,to be

useful, but we Tnusi above all be honest. To toot on a convenient horn

and then walk away is to be neither.

Thus we must, regrettably, conclude that we see no really

satisfactory'solution to the general eligibility problem - -to identifying

fairly and reliably which postsecondary offerings students receiving



federal aid should be free to choose. Present eligibility systems and

all practicable alternatives have serious defects. By the same token,

several eligibility systems are workable, if defective. There are

weaknesses in both the veterans and insured loan systems, but each is

workable; diligently administered, the faults can be reduced. Defects

are not disasters.

The first sentence of the foregoing paragraph has provoked

criticism; one reader called it "appalling." Nonetheless, it states a

vital, unwelcome truth which reflects the scale, complexity, diversity,

and changeability of "postsecondary" education. No simple or final

solution is at hand to the complex problems of complex people exploit-

1

-ing complex federal programs: it is no solution for half the people to

regulate and inspect the other'half on alternate days. The eligibility

problem was with us after the GI Bill of World War II; it is with us today;

and it will be with us for years to come.

The OE Eligibility System

OE has relied heavily, for eligibility purposes, uponthe

lists of accredited schools and colleges which are the product of

social as well as technical judgments. Statements about the differen-

tial quality ducational institutions are inherently subjective or

gOcial ludgrents,"kand the tests and indicia which purport to measure

quality objectively merely represent subjective judgments, once re-

moved, of what the objective signs of "quality" are. Such judgments

can safely and rightly be made only by private citizens. Government offi-

dials dare not draw permanent public invidious distinctions among
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institutions: that was true in 1912 and 1913 when Presidents Tc,ft and

Wilson suppressed publication of such distinctions which the Burictau of

\

Education had made (see Chapter B); and it remains true today. 111V

government can make ad hoc distinctions: these form the basis of most

research, procurements, manpower training, and individt:al fellowsLip

awards. But fixed invidious distinctions smack to such of arbitriry
f

and discriminatory treatment.

The'unique value of accreditation is that it makes such di-

tinctions publically available for any and every use, reasonable or

unreasonable, to which anyone may care to put them. The technical

validity of the distinction is less Important than the fact that it is

made. It could be made by divining rod, so long as the results were

published by a respected body. Unfortunately, the more eminent educa-

tors who heap scorn on accrediting, the less will it be iespected.

Searching research is also disenchanting, disclosing the feeb1eness,

`allies, and self-interest of accrediting bodies. The public strength

of accreditation rests on its mystique, and that is best preserves: with

little knowledge. Its strength also rests on the allegiance of pre-
.

cisely those eminent institutions whose presidents are most inclined

to scorn it.

That is just one of innumerable anomalies of accreditation:

that some of its most caustic critics have been its principal leaders:

that for all the criticism, accreditation is good, not bad: that critics

must attack and cannot ignore what they so disparage. Accreditation

rouses deep passions unwarranted by its amateurish processes

and the poverty and private disrespect in which SO many earnest accred-

iting agency staff are held. Somehow, this quaint, demeaned, and yet

a
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important mark, "accredited," touches the honor of educators who have

no other equally widespread symbol of worth.

No distinctions cciparable to those of accreditation are
. .

available from any source for se many postsecondary institutions and

programs. The closest ap roximation, the distinctions made by veterans

aeproving agencies, accepts t e work of many accrediting agencies. But,

as befits governr eat staff, improving agencies are concerned less with

judgments of quality than with objective administrative standards; and

"approved for veterans" lacks the mystique of "accredited." If a new

system were to be developed to aug.Lent or replace the quality distinc-

tion's of accrediting agencies, it would have to be a private system.

. A weakness of regional accreditation is that it has, for most

practical purposes, stopped making quality distinctions. That will be

denied--sny'statement about accrediting will be denied on good grounds

by some authority--but we believe it. is true, for how can distinctions

be drawn when virtually all degree-granting institutions are acct.idited?

The accreditors' response that all accredited schools are of minimal

quality--though otten th^y slip into a rhetoric of good or assured

quality--and vet constantly improving is Panglossian. Even were it

true, it would not help the public to choose. Nothing would do more to

revive the value of accreditation to the ublic than a restoration o

the Classifications o. institutional ualit or character which were

widespread in its formative years (see Chapter B); but that does not

seem likely. Such a step was recommended by a 1959 :ACA conference,
1

with as little dis&ernible effect as we expect from this recommendatioiC.

1.

A Useful substitute would be the ieplacement of agency monopolies by
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multiple accrediting in the same field or region, particularly if the

standards and purposes of each agency ate clearly distinct. We there-

fore recommend that OE mociit its o o it lon to the recognition of rnorte

than one agency in a geographic or educational area. Present OE policy

discriminates against new agencies, graLts an unfair monopoly to estab-

lished agencies, and acts as a conservative force against the %lino-

vation" OE supposedly favors. CE now tries, for -example, to encourage

"innovation" by the regional commissions while effectively discouraging

the formation of a new accrediting agency for innovative colleges.

ft should do just the opposite: stop harrassing the regionals and,

recognize new agencies which, espousing different standards, may give

them a little healthy competition. Recognition should be flrantedto.

any ageticy_which meets tP commissioner's criteria to the same degree

as do listed agencies. Unlike present practice, no higher standard of

com liance should be re uired of a encies a 0 1 in for initial..than for

renewed rcos.nition.

The disadvantages of employing institutional accreditation

fclit eligibility purposes, discussed in Chapter L, may be restated

grief lv:

1. Institutional accreditation is simpler than program accred-

itation but less pertinent to the nature and usefulnes'S'of the education'

.4 student will actually. receive.

2. Iv iq redundant, but unobjectionable, for digree-granting.

institutions, since four-fifths are regionally accredited 411110 most of

the remainder are eligible in alternative ways.
Ac!:

3. It" is least satisfactory in the volatile proprietary

schcol Sector, where no alternative avenue of eligibility obtains. The



government has thereby obliged unaccredited schools to kneel before one

and only one private organization, which many regard as a trade,assoc-
-

iation, or be denied public benefits. A considerable number of schools

have been denied any avenue of eligibility, because no recognized

agency exists in their field. Many thousands of students have been

denied insured loans for local vocational training because of the ab-

sence of accredited schools in their state.

4.. Weak-kneed OE administration has maintained the ells'-
,

bility of ac.creditedNchools despite their flagrant abuse of insured

loans. OE has waited with infinite patience'for disreputable schools

'to be disaccredited rather than acting directly to withdraw eligibility.

OE has not just employed accreditation as an administrative convenience,

which woul be quite justifiable: it has relied excessively, ineffec-

//tually, d inexplicably on accrediting agencies to escape its own

manageria resVanSibilities.

5. Without an alternative way to render eligible schools

which are unaccredited or accredited by an unrecognized agency, the OE

review of recognized agencies becomes a charade. It cannot be taken

-.seriously so long as recognition cannot

no alternative means to render eligible

thereby become ineligible.

be withdrawn, because OE has

the worthy schools which would

6. Many accrediting agencies are uncomfortable with the OE

r;view process, recognizing the dangers of government regulation. But-
,

public regulation is an inevitable concomitant of private monopoly.

The'moverofrecoizeLartsse132152121s14-1
benefits should be broken wherever it exists and their regulation by

the government, should be correspondingly relaxed.



We do not recommend dropping accreditation as one condition

of eligibility. We do recommend against relyinton it as thesole

avenue of tor any _program.

Prggrams involving a small number of schools should not intro-

duce accreditation at all as a condition of eligibility. Staff may

make such use of accreditation and fifty other factors as, in their

judgment, is warranted by-the objectives of the'program and the nature

of accrediting in that particular area. The larger thenumher of

schools involved, the stronger is the ease agaipst conf1ning

to accredited schools, given the variability of educational and geo-

graphic circumstances and the improbability that the discriminations

made by accrediting commissions ft -'other purposes will precisely match

those needed to meet the goals of a governmental program, particularly

at the margins of acceptable educational and business practice.

Exclusive reliance on accreditation to determine eligibility

is unfair to unaccredited schools and programs and destructive of what-

ever voluntarism aid quality 'standards remain in accrediting. It can

distort accrediting judgments themselves, thereby defeating the purpose

for which eligibility was first tied to accreditation. ("I asked

[ accrediting staff!, 'Did the fact of eligibility deter you from

accrediting decsions you otherwise would have taken?' The answer was,

uncuestionahlv, 'Yes,' in 'anv cases," Harold Seidman tells us and we

believe he is right.) It binds accrediting agencies ever tighter to

the government wheel.

dome leading accrediting figures have come to the c.lme con-

elusion. Thus, in April 1966, the National Commission on Accrediting,

at its annual meeting, unanimously adopted the following resolution
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which included a significant recommendation as to how the eligibility

of unaccredited institutions might be determined:

No ore can doubt that Federal aid for education will continue to
expand. As such expansion occurs the Federal programs will encompass
now fields in which accreditation does not now exist. In order that
the voluntary accrediting mechanism may continue to serve society
and, more particularly, higher education and the Federal agencies,
and in order that the possibility of Federal involvement in accred-
iting may be held to an..absolute minimr, the National Commission on
Accrediting recommends that the Federal agencies make a distinction
between accreditation and ellisibility as a basis for funding Federal
programs and projects.

- Accreditation would, under this distinction, reflect the quality of
an institution or a program which has already been established.
Accreditation would constitute one basis for determining eligi-
bility. Eligibility, on the other hand, could be established for
institutions and programs not formally accredited.

In an instance involving eligibility of institutions and programs
lacking accreditati4n, the National Commission on Accrediting should
explore with reprpseptatives of the Federal Government.the estab-
lishment of an-adivisbry role for the NCA through ad hoc committees
appointed or ominated by the executive officers of the NCA. These
committees wo d elp determine eligibility based upon consideration
of the resources and promise of institutions for carrying out the
intended program.2

Fcriir months later, as chairman of an ad hoc advisory committee to the

Commissioner of Education, NCA director Frank Dickey-had a chance to

implement this recommendation. But-instead of making individual deter-

minations of the eligibility of unaccredited schools as NCA had recom-

mended, the committee chose to make blanket eligibility determinations

for classes of schools approved by designated state agencies. We do

not know the Full story but imagine that a govcrnmental committee found

it impolitic to do what a private committee could readily have done.

Block approval was also far quicker and cheaper than individual school

approval, and speed was then thought to be important.

In a 1972 report, William Selden argued that the government

should "institute a policy of gradual divorcement from [accreditation]



...as a [necessary] requirement for funding and...provide alternate

ways `by which non-accredited institutions or programs of study could

be considered change in this direction would deemphasize

the importance of accreditation and incidentally reduce some of the

tensions that relate to this activity."
3

In a subsequent communication,

Selden suggested that the government could continue to rely on insti-

tutional or program accreditation as one means of eligibility but could

also provide unaccredited institutions an opportunity for eligibility,

perhaps by a special inspection arranged by federal officials. 4

We agree with the basic points that 1. accreditation should

continue to be used for eligibility purposes and 2. unaccredited

institutions should also have an opportunity t9 gain eligibility. How-,

ever, we believe that the alternative means of eligibility for unaccred-

ited institutions should be provided not by federal officials but a new

private body created specially for the purpose.

Accreditation should be retained as a means of eligibility in

widespread federal programs for two main reasons: to retain a private

counterweight to the growing power of federal and state bureaucracies

in educational affairs; and to maintain the principle of quality dis-

tinctions which only private agencies can draw. We believe that educa-

tional standards are importaat; that better, stricter, and more care-

fully delineated, not fewer and laxer, standards are needed. We would

criticize accrediting agencies not; as did the Newman committee, for

maintaining standards but rather for relaxing them. We share the com-

mit'tee's concern about the "homogenization" of education. The committee

attributes it to the power of the regionals; we, to their weakness,

democratization, and levelling down. The regionals state that they are



no longer standardizing bodies. Unfortunately, that appears to be true.

We rte sect the altornativeS of relying for eligibility deter-

minations upon state agencies, a new government commission, or fl staff

because we beleve that all three would, over a period of years, he un-

able to maintain quality distinctions and would eventually render eligi-

ble almost all postsecondary schools. We are also sceptical about
410.

O

lodging complete eligibNaity responsibility in a single national body,

be it a new government or private commission or OE staff, because it is

important to maintain not only several avenues of eligibility but sev-

eral organizations to administer them. In multiplicity there is freedom.

As shown it our survey, a good many professional accrediting

1agencies are not gr atly troubled about independent eligibility devices

because they are not deeply involved in the preseht system of institu-

tional eligibility; their power rests on enough other factors--not just

licensing laws, but all the historical, economic, social, and intellectual

forces that have promoted the specialization and professionalization of

labor--to he sustained under most conceivable eligibility._ systems.

the regionals were of two minds and the proprietary school agenclei of

one mind in opposing any alternative meaniis of eligibility, because they

fear it poses a threat to their power. We do not oink it must, but it

may. The only way to find out is to try, and that is what we propose.

The only wav to cut the rordian knot that binds accrediting agencies to

the goyern.7ent, to t:Icir c,,nin and peril, is to cut it.

A Proposed Experiment

'e:e propose that a private committee be established and funded

for a five year experimental period. Ll'W.; call i%fa Committee for

Identifying Use!ul Postsecondary Schgols. A committee, not a commission,
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for modesty7;a private committee, to emphasize its political indepen-

dence and freedom to make quality judgments; a five year trial, to per-

mit its or redirection at that time. An evaluation should

he undertaken after 42 months which would foreshadow the future course.

The committee might be set up by private incorporation, as ,0

was RAND prior to its formative contract with the Air Force; or, alter-
,

natively, as an independent adjunct to a respected nonprofit organiza-

tion such as the Academy for Educational Development, the Educational

Testing Service, an educational research center, or, conceivably, though

we have serious reservations about this.,course, the new Council on Post-.

secondary Accreditation. We think of the committee as a board of eleven

or thirteen persons including, but not dominated by, representatives of

the accrediting community, and that "not dominated by" is why we prefer

another institutional setting to the Council on Postsecondary Accredi-

tation. Committee members should be informed about academic and voca-

tional educatfan and federal and state educatiOn agencies; alert to

institutional, professional, student, and employer interests; and

leavened with educational research experience.,

The committee would be funded by OE and, hopefully, other

portions of HEW. It would be free to accept contracts and grants from

other government agencies and private foundations, as well as fees frol

applicant schools. Tt is difficult to estimate the committee's budget

without foreknowledge of the scope of its activity which might swell and

contract rapidly should the commissioner withdraw recognition from an

important accrediting agency. However, a staff of at least six profis-
.

sional and four secretarial persons, as well as the seryices.of committee

members and consultants, could be supported by a.$500,000 budget; around



half might derive from fees and half from government funds.

At the request of the Commissioner of Education or other

responsible officials, the committee would designate selected unaccred-

ited postsecondary schools and/or programs as "useful" for a specified

public purpose. Together with other requirements administered directly

by the government, the designation would provide prima fay cie qualifica-
,

tion for eligibility in a given federal program. Its principal initial

use would probably be to render eligible for insured student loans Se-

lected proprietary schools and hospital programs which are either un-

accredited or accredited by unrecognized agencies.

kik The means of arriving at_the "useful" designation would be

worked out together with program officials and the staff of related

accrediting, educational, and professional agencies, though final re-

sponsibility would rest with the committee.. The designatiOn, reserved

for schools and programs not accredited by recognized agencies, would

be reviewed and renewed annually, after consultation with school, state,

accrediting, and federal - program officials. A periodic site visit and

fee to cover the expenses might but need not he required. The committee

should be flexible and, instead of following the same formal...routine for

all schools, attempt to develop alternative procedures proportionate to

the size of the school and the difficulty of the deciiion. The annual

renewal would permit the ready withdrawal of "useful" status under a

number of designated conditions, including the, failure of the school to

observe certain state or federal regulations or FTC or court orders.

Only schools and programs applying voluntarily would be ex-
,

amined; those accredita by recognized agenclei. would not he eligible

and the committee might also decline to examine institutions eligible
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by reason of state approval or the three-letter rule. A condition of

application would be that the application, and the resultant action, he

a matter of public record. The entire procedure may resemble a stripped-

down type of accreditation geared to federal program needs and lacking

additional requirementsimposed--or die additional status conferred--by

accreditation. It would, essentially, implement the recommendation ad-

vanced by NCA in 1966 and by Selden in 1972.

Would "useful" schools and programs come to compete with

ft accredted" ones? We do not think that should or would happen in most

fields but it might happen in some, if many accredited schools or pro-

grams dropped their accreditation in order to apply. If so, it would

hSppen as a result df their free choice of one private agency over

another. Any accrediting agency which cannot hold the voluntary alle-

giance of its members without a monopolistic control over their access

to federal funds does not, we believe, deserve to survive. Better that

it.expire and be replaced by a new agency which can earn such allegiance.

It is conceivable, if unlikely, that, engaging in destructive

competition, the committee and an accredliting agency might drive stan-

dards into the ground, or down to the level of state licensing require-

ments. Howe 4r, at that point, either the committee'or the accrediting

agency would, in effect, put itself out of business, for it would then

serve no different purpose than state regulatory agencies. The same

thing would happen it the Committee designated as "useful" 95 percent

of the unaccredited schools in,any state. The committee is thus exper-

imeiltal not merely because of the many difficulties it must overcome but

because, ove, a period of ten or fifteen years, it might put itself out

of business and be replaced by state agencies.
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The chief problems the committee will face will he to deter-

mine the degree of cooperation it can obtain from federal, state,

accrediting, and other educational agencies in exchan ng information

about applicant institutions; to determine the kinds of schools from

which it will entertain applications and the general standards and

quality levels it will observe; and to define the precise scope of its

institutional and/or program designations. The committee can expect

applications from schools whose accreditation has been withdrawn; from

udaccredited hospital schools sectarian colleges, schools of chiro-
/
practic and acupuncture; from schools (nov ineligible for accreditation

by NATTS and NHS(:) which coach students for civil service and licensing

examinations; and from many schools and programs accredited by agencies

o not recognized for the purpose (though perhaps for another) by the
.

tcommissioner.

Two experienced observers sugest that the committee's prob-

lems will-be so great that "there will be a paucity of volunteers to

serve on this equity supra-body who would be ready to stand in judgment

and personally be responsible for the decisions with regard to institu-

tions.which have either been denied accreditation or have been stripped
5

of accreditation." These difficulties are real and must be faced;

there can be no disguising that fact, and ye repeat our earlier State-
/

ment: no eligibility systc without serious defects. But accrediting

and state anprcv!r aencies live with identical problems and so can

the committee.

The rnmmittoe ray be deluged at the o set. Firm policies,

careful priorities, a tipht budget, and a slow start would he wise.

Fair and inforred decisions will require candid information from appli-
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cant schools and from federal°, state, and accrediting agencies. The

committee will remain of value only so long as its decisionstare

accepted as fair and its designations are restricted to meritorious un-

accredited schools and programs. A sufficient number of rejections

should quickly reduce any excessive demand for Its services.

Summarizing: We recommend the establishment of a private

C mmittee for Identifyin Useful Postsecondary Schools to ive selected

accredited schools and ro rams an o ortunit to become eli ible for

federalms. Since this opportunity would also be opento schools

accredited by agencies dropped from the commissioner's list, it could

help to provide credibility to the commissioner's recognition process.

However, in our view the main purpose of:the committee is to break the

monopoly of accrediting agencies over eligibRity, enabling the com-

missioner to relax, not to tighten, his 'regulation of recognized agencies.

Such regulatory power as OE May thereby relinquish will be

all to the good. Much of it has been nominal. Some has been of ques-

tionable legality: one authority, Matthew Finkin, calls it "in a rather

fundamental sense essentially lawless" (see Chdpter .Some hag posed

a clear danger of politically-motivated interference with agency stan-

dards and decision. It has diverted OE from direct action to protect

students and to strengthen its own eligibility regulations to largely

ineffective efforts to accomplish these goals through the tnterpediafion

of agencies which have little.interest or ability. to do anything deriOils

about them.
10

The shift from a r mar em basis on accreditation to a

mars concern with eligibility should be marked bx the removal from the'
,

sommiElimulLa_112t_of_mencies whose recognition serves no Jell ibilit
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221223ncswfconfining the recognition of agencies c2,___21.
s ecified ro rams or free-standin schools for which accreditation

serves an eligibility purpose.

DE's basic stance of relying heavily on accrediting agencies

with monopolistic Rowers and subiecting them to increasing scrutiny

should be changed to a policy of relyin&less heavily on the agencies,

of recognizinxmore than one agency in a given area or field. and of

specifying additional conditions with which all institutions must comply

to acquire and maintain eligibility. Initially, these conditions can be
A

defined by the regulations to be issued for institutional participation

in the.guaranteedNloan program.
6

On the whole, these are good regula-

tions. and long ol'rdue, though it remains'to be seen how they may be

watered down following public hearings and private pressures. However,

like the V.I. regulations, they may permit accredited schools to refund

less tuitionsthah unaccredited schools. All schools, accredited or not,

should be required to observe the same eligibility regulations.

As OE policy shifts from heavy reliance on accreditation to

a more balanced system in which accreditation is one of several methods

employed.for.eligibility and student protection; most of the functions

of reviewing accrediting agencies and recommending their inclusion on

the commissioner's list should be transferred to the new Council on

Postsecondary_ Accreditation. The AIES advisory committee should 'serve-

donrecasafinalaPpenateboiissuesbutstaffandcoitteenim,

should cease their rromotion of accreditation whiCh conflicts with.

their regulatory and ad udfcatory responsibilities;; the of
V

acerediting b conferences and research :rants should become the res *gm

sibility of another section of HEW. Devoting little time to ,the recog-
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nition process, the advisor committee and staff should then concentrate

on alternative avenues of eli ibilit additional re uirements for

elitihilit
tion. The changed emphasis might be reflected in a.changed name such as

the Federal Program Eligibility Staff.

Though we have argued against giving state agencies'the power,

to determine eligibility for all postsecondary schools, they.can play a

significant role in the enforcement of additional eligibility regulations

such as those which OE has proposed for the guaranteed student loan pro-

gram. A serious deficiency of accreditation is the long cycle--five, ten

years or more--between accreditation vicits., State education and regula-

tory bodies normally operate on an annual cycle in planning and budgeting

for public institutions, in renewing private school licenses, and in con-

ducting any necessary inspections. They can be most helpful in moni-

toring compliance with OE regulations and alerting Washington and re-

gill:nal HEW staff to developments which mightleopardi, a school's eli-

gibility. With the cooperation of the Education Zommission of the States,

OE should institute a pro, ram grants, to improve the

trainin of state education staff to ain their fuller cooperation in

enforciailit conditions c3ma!Ran mote a fuller and

rom ter exc n e of information about postsecondary schools.

tinand Informing

We will deal mainly with the provision of better information

about postsecondary schoolS'and programs,"because ve have examined the

subject more closely. However, let us first, more briefly, consider the

question of protecting studer.ts from institutional nalpractices. All
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three matters--institutional eligibility, student protection, and insti-

tutical information-are closely Interrelated.'

Measures of Student Plotection

Measures to ensure' better student or ."consumer" protection in

postseconnTy education have been receiving increased Attention recently

from the press, the Congress, federal and state officials, educational(

ofA

associations, consumer groups, and, almost last, students. Student

groups have devoted surprisingly little attention to the matter and it

%is hard to find informed student representatives to participate in dis-

cussions of the subject. Indeed, one of the recommendations of the

pioneering 1974 Denver conference on Corsumer Protection in Pustsecondary

,o
Education was that "all postsecondaty educational institutions should

consider offering some educational training and experiences which would

familiarize students with their7fon)pmer citizen roles."
7

se*

"Protection" .,f ten reducei6to regulation7-too often, in all

probability. Both laws and regulations are needed, but their effec-

tiveness depends on their restraint and reasonableness. Few people will

read d11 the provisions of,

cies, or even the detailed

the Internal Revenue Code, insurance Voli-

regulations posted inpublic parks: which

is just as well since they are not all applicable or internally consistent.

Proprietary schools are now subjeeCto separate state licen-

surt- ruloF,, veterans approving agency rules,. accrediting agency rules,

rules proposed b% the Federal Trade Commission and the Office of

Education, and additional rules of other agencies. The most leisurely

and law-abiding man, let alone a harr6ssed bLsinessman, would have

difficulty ol'oyi:ng so many instructions, often conflicting and in-
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applicable to his situation. An attempt should be made by the Federal

1Itetazensitt. tee orJE:cilisaAlon:._. anjsltfsacAtienciaatE2ART.L. :L

States ECS to reconcile and sim lif the varied rules of different

federal
;*1

and state agencies. The model state legislation proposed by

-

an'ECS cdmmittee tepresented a useful start.;
8

the effort to develop

comparable policies should now be. extendedi.to federal regulations.

Full agreement is unlikely and even Ldesiralkle since different agen-
,

cies have different interesth and authority, and complete enlformity

could weaken the strength of separate regulations directed at special

e4ucational sectors.' But improvement is. possible and a clarification

of the differences Pa existing regulations and the available policy

alternatives would itself be fruitful. .-"Ik.4

There is no end to the regulation47that can be deviied and

yet, in the end, all will fail if educators, proprietors, and students

wish. to evade them and federal and state officials cannot, or do not

wish to, enforce them. The "consumer protection" movement owes much

twthe idea that the relatiOn between a student and a school is con-

tractual;:that a school has a legal responsibility to give a stiftfit an
-I

honest education in exchange for his tuition. That principle is .more

explicable in training, than in education. Carried too far, it poses

serious dangers even where it is applicablP for a contractual_reta=

tionship can conflict w th a professional and morarione. The rise of

contract, social histor ans observe, has gone %together with, the decline

of community and a sense\of shared values and, obligations: the prin-

ciple of contract, in shdrt, is in some measure responsible for precise-

ly the kind of problems - -he cheating, shortchanging, deceit and ex-

ploitation--which many re ormers hope co.end by extending the principle
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k

to more and more aspects of education. They could not be wronger.

The Denver conference recommended the following "minimal

safeguards" for every sfudent:
1.

That, by law or regulation, the states provide for equitable

tuition refund policies, licensing and bonding of school agents, spec-

ifications for contractual relationships, and minimal standards of ad-

vertising atukzecruVing.

That HEW and the V.A. "should consider withdrawlips funds from

those schools that fail to comply with these minimal safeguards."

That a federal tuition insurance corporation be established

to pr,elect students and their records when postsecondary schools close.

We support andt,if anything, would stren &then these and most

other recommendations of the Denver conference. The last recommendation,

in particular, is long overdue. At present, the guaranteed student loan

program protects the banks and lending- institutions but not student

borrowers. Loan insurance should be _provided to protect students in

event of school closure L.bankruptcy

As instruments f owners,

or fraud.

presidents, administrators, or the

established professions, accrediting agencies are unlikely places to

find Nader-like defenders of the student interest. The attempt of some

OE officials to plant consumer protection in the accrediting process

is as promising as a drop of Arctic coconuts. The interests of students

are bbst defined 'ind served by students themselves. A vigorous student

arm of an inARryndent consumer protection agency would provide a use-.

fol enunterwir,ht to the heavy influence of educational administrators

on government policy.

The regulation and self-regulation of degree-granting insti-
a
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tutions lags behind that of proprietary schools, despite abuses in ad-

yert.1sing and recruiting (see 'Chapter C), some tolerance of cheating,

and 4 decline in standards of admission and grading. A shortfall of

students, jeopardizing the jobs of many faculty and staff, has led

increasing' numbers of colleges-to adopt aggressive merchandising methods
emir.°

utterly inappropriate for public and nonpiofit institutions and to

water theii- educational stock in ways that depqan the character end -

r

damage the integrity of higher education. The average college is far
Gr

:less concerned with tuition refunds and job placement than the average

proprietary school. The formulation of codes of conduct in these areas

by higher educational associations should receivd high priority and

publicity--as should breaches of the codes.

If nothing is done, the need for state and federal regulations

is likely to grow. The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education has

observed that many state statutes impose upon proprietary schools sthn-

dards of fiscal responsibility and honesty in advertising and recruit-

ing that "may well be more stringent than anything reavtred of colleges

and universities." 9
It lies*within the power of any %tate.legislature

and many state boards of higher education to correct this situation.

The chahcellor of the Ohio board recently sent college presidents in

the state .a copy of suggested advertising guidelines which NATTS direc-

tor William Goddard had prepared for the Denver conference.. 10 All

college presidents should receive a copy..
11

If such a gentle hint is

not heeded (and evidently few Ohio presidents, responded favorably or

at all), less gentle measures may be needed. Some have suggested the

extension to nonprpfit institutions of FTC regulatory authority over



false and misleading advertising. A proposed FTC rule. would require

proprietary schools to give applicants-basic Information about the

sch(,o1 and,, its tuition relund policy. This should also be required of

blaiLmluatiWil-TH-Stitfitions as a conditif. of their eligAbility for

insured student loans*,veterans benefits and other federal aid:

rr

Providing Better Institutional Information

...the cause of improved education would be enormously aided if some
impartial yet fearless agency could issue vivid and candid reports on
colleges and schools of the port Consumers Union publishes on commod-
ities. It is astonishing, when one thinks about it, that; the FTC
polices advertising for hard goods where often the worst that can hap-
pen is that one can be cheated of money, and that various consumer-
research organizations provide reliable data on vacuum cleaners, driers,
radios, and canned goods, while no similar agency polices school and
college catalogues and blipchures and does research on the qualitative
aspects of education from the student's point of view. If one loses a
few dollars through misleading advertising, one can make others, but
if one loses four years through misleading schooling, one cannot make
them up....

"To be sure, there are the accrediting agencies....They serve, or
so it can be argued, to raise the floor by requiring certain minima....
These minima are not to he sneered at--though, like ()tiler observers of
the educational scene. T have visited nonaccredited colleges that are
far superior to some accredited ones (some of the latter indeed produce
graduates who are barely literate)....

"...college criticism is enormously more difficult than commodity
criticism....There are a thousand. accredited colleges, some of them
changing so fast. as to be more like perishables than hard goods, They
have to he'examinedon the spot, not in a central laboratory, and where
is one to find the Aaminers who can get hold of the relevant.informa-
tion, protect theli sources, treat matters with abroad comparative
perspective, and developgronfldence in the good faith and good sense of
the agency for 'hich Clev work?

"T no good nnswer...to someone who says that colleges are
already too /much 'aught up in our competitive patterns of culture...'
and that consumer research...would only strengthen the tendency...
towards isomorphism 'Lrpument coneerninn programs Would then, even
more than pre,,nt, he Louched in public-relationsiterms, rather than
in terms of soriebody'Y, ronv:ctinn as to what is a good education.
Precisely such misgivings as to the application of false standards of
judgment, operate to prevent .hospitals from publishing widely their

.4-
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morbidity rates, lay -firms their batting. eve ages of cases won and
lost..., or colleges the median income, numb rs in Who's Who, or
divorce rates of their graduates. If there s any solution to this
dilemma of applying competitive lay standard to 'businesses' run not
for profit, it must be in the direction of substituting a somewhat
more open and objective inter-academic competition for the covert com-
petition that now goes on. For open competition is surely better than
the present intended or chaotic ignorance as to what is perhaps the
most important decision that families make...because of the fear that
better information more equally distributed will be disruptive of the
control colleges now have over certain 'territories'. by custom, grape-
vine, and high-school guidance routines." (David Riesman, 1,1>reface to
the Anchor Edition," Constraint and Variety in American Education,
Doubleday Anchor Books, Carden City, New York, 1958, quoted by per-
mission of the author and publisher.)

In a personal communication, Riesman adds theifollowing caveat:
"1 do not want to attack the accrediting agencies in the present cli-
mate in a blanket way. On the contrary, in many cases with which I
am familiar, they lean over backward not to be thought stuffy or pedan-
tic. I have seen glowing reports written about experimental colleges
which have been given accreditation which might not have bdpn given
accreditation when I first wrote 'The Academic Frocessen' twenty years11ago." - We agree with that comment.

Despite all of the talk about "accountability," critical

decisions in the postsecondary arena are made in confidence and little

is disclosed about them. Most accrediting agencies disclose little

more.than their foimal standards and the names of accredited institu-

tions--not the names of those which were (Jelled accreditation, dis-

accredited, put on probation, foundi4n noncompliance with designated
.

r or which have.never applied for accreditation. Most post-

secondary schools, like other human institutions, do not voluntarily

disclose information that might put them in a bad light or discourage

prospective students; their catalogues, advertisements, and informa-

tional materials do not present a balanced picture but, if not half-

truths and lies, selected, self-serving truths. The Office of Educa-

tion.publishes little more than its criteria for recognition and the

names of recognized accrediting agencies--not those denied recognition,
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recognized for reduced terms, or the criteria with which they have

not complied.

If accrediting agenc ?es and OE really accounted to the pub-

lic, they would voluntarily publish more information of this sort.

However, if they did so, they might lose,some of the cooperation that

enabled them to get the inforiation in the first place. 'But then,

they should talk less about accounting t6 the public and more about a

modest kind of accounting that is held in confidence. That was what

the chairman of the Middle States commission told all Middle States
..

presidents at the height of the St. John's crisis: Trust us. "We...

can only hope you will...accept as valid actions tha6rou manifestly

cannot underitand and that we regretfully cannot...explain" (see

Appendix I). That is private, not public, accounting.

Certainly, when information is gained by a pledge of confi-

dence, the pledge must be honored. But much useful information can be

gained without such a pledge and much which is in the public domain

remains unused because it is not compiled from scattered sources or

published in a convenient form. There is a strange disposition to dis-

parage and disregard such information and even to oppose its publica-

tion, while initiating major new reffissitch-gc-t-trzrn; 4-spiring to trans-

quality of institutional information. But the problems of

bias and selection, of confidentiality and disclosure, of reliability

and validity, and of presenting a balanced, not promotional, picture

while yet publishing (and being able to publish recurrently) information

that may damar,e a school's reputation - -must he faced and resolved with

new as well as oxiF;tinp ir:ormation. A series of trials should be under-

taken to determine the kinds of information that can and cannot, should



and_ sltould not rte be collected and/or Issued about all post-

secondarvipstj1Wbns and special Aydups and The goal should

he to improve the' ou,elitv, comprehensiveness, and timelinesS, and to

define the nature, of the institutional information available to the

public and/or shared by state, federal, and private regulatory bodies.

The following are examples of what we have in mind:-.1

1. The withdrawal of accreditation is commonly announ d in

ephemeral notices that are not, like the lists of accredited. schools,

compiled and distributed for ready public reference. .The agencies

iccreditin law and nursing schools publish it of unaccredited as

well as accredited programs (but do not separately identify

gthose which haves not applied, have been denied, have been disaccredited,

:17 or have voluntarily withdrawn). Probationary status is usually confi-ff.
Ate . dent ial. The veAr whets accredited schools were initially and last accred-

it!' 7.--U ited is reported for the regionals (North Central also identifies'any

,

r.- : ''1' ,period during which they wer,A .unlic'ered,ited) but not for other accredited
f 1 , ii.

)s o ..., E.N.

ir
chlyis and prorans listed .in OF lireileies. The prior status of

.....

ti

I.J.E!!-._4.1te,04 schools durinzshtionmikng fiveyears, and more precise

identification cat their current status should be renorted by nr, and the

,provision of this information should be made a condisA2TREE01121
he the commissioner. Accrediting agency staff state that to identify

derelict merlhers i untair to those who are mending their vays and may

(ezpose the aencies to suit. However, the suppression of this informa-

tier, is untair tc ,tudent54 and the agencies can he protected from suit

by legislation such Senator Charles Percy has introduced renuiring

,Ii,,closure as a condition of employing accreditation for eligibility
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A less satisfactory alternative which would, nonetheless, be

preferable to present practice, would be to include in OE directories a

prominent notice_warning readers of the omission of this information.

The misleadin romotional descti tion of ac'cr'editation in'these direc-

tories ("One of the best available methods of ascertaining the...quality

of an institution...is to examine its accreditation... )
14

should be

replaced by a more realistic and balanced account of its limitations as

k well as advantages.

2. OE should 'ublish or referabl s onsor more co rehensive

catalogues, lists, and statisticeof ineligible as well as eligible

schools. Unaccountably, it did not publish--i.e., it effectively sup-

pressed, by ex g from its 1973 iMmt.2.1)Lrcmc.....LxIdarSchoolt

with Occupational Programsthe names and other information about some

3,500 postsecondary schodls not eligible for veterans benefits or in-

sured student loans (see Chaiter F). We assume that this was done to

avoid lending even the status of inclusion in a government directorY to

ineligible schools, some of which might abuse it. But some eligible

schools also abuse their status. The episode is important in indikating

the limited information about postsecondary institutions which tbe pub-

%

lic can expect from a government agency.

We do not now have availab lists of all non-degree post-

secondary schools and ail unaccredi degree-eranting, institutions.

These should b re ared annual' b each state in a comparable format,

and compiled by the Education Commission of_the States for public use.

More and more government and private agencies are foresaking "higher

for "postsecondary" educational policies, with little or'no knowledge of

the size and nature of the total postsecondary universe. This prepos-
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terous situation shluld he remedied.

3. information about the number of students enrolled in named

postsecondary schools an the number receivin aid from various federal

programs should he maintal d the

Committee on Education in th same manner as the Federal. Council for

Science and Technology maintai ed information about the volume of

federal research, developMent; and education funds at individual. uni-

versities and colleges, and published annual reports on the volume at

leading institutions.

4. In Ohio, the state education department distributed widely

an informative compendium on most licensed proprietary schools. 15
The

schools were thus given free publicity-7and'ait incentive for reasonable

accuracy as their replies could be read 12:y competitors, high-school

counsellors, leis own graduates, and infcrmed local citizens.

5. Intormation about changes in the eligibility of postsecon-

dary schools for federal and state programs FTC cease and desist orders,

restrictions imposed by the courts or state officials,'and accrediting

agency actions should he more promptly and widely exchanged. At present,

the Office of Fducation not systematically informed about the actions

a
s*lte licw--'n'! or veterans approving agencies, and one accrediting

,agency not .-no w how another has recently acted. An information ex-

chanae amonsitate and federal aiLencies should be established, operated



perhaps by the Education Commission of the States and the Federal Inter-
.

agency Committee on Education. A comparable exchange among private

accrediting agencies should be initiated by the CoUncil on Postsecondary

Accreditation.

This recommendation has two purposes; a) to create an early

warning system to alert regulatory bodies to emerging problems and

b) to provide central public and private repositories where regulatory

and judicial actions can be periodically compiled and published.

Some people contend that to publish such information would

amount to the issuance of a blacklist. It might be misinterpreted and

does not reflect extenuating circumstances or subsequent changes; every

man and institution has a right to have the past forgotten and to make

a fresh start. No doubt a good lawyer should first be consulted and

this is not the sort of publication likely to be sponsored by the govern-

ment. But the larger question is: Can any indepeqdent, critical, and

possibly damaging institutional information be published? Unless-that

question can be answered "yes,1wwe might as well give up the effort to

issue balanced and uncensored institutional accounts and confine our-

selves to the bleached entries in standard reference works and the

pablum of catalogues. To inform students adequately, same critical and

oasibl dama in institutional information must be ' ublished drawn

from non - institutional sources. Unfortunately, once critical inform-

!

tan is published, the editors can expect much suspicion and little

c peration from some institutions.

What kinds of information would most help students to choose

a school wisely? There has been enough talk about "output measures" and

"disclosure statements" and not enough specification of precisely what

a,



should he measured and disclosed. The Federal Interagency Committee

.

t

on: Education should take the lead in -encouraging the issuance of infor-
.

ma.tiye and balanced reports .on named schools designed to assist student

choice.

A review should first he -made of major information sources to-

identify the schools for whii.Th designated kinds of publishahle infer-

mat ion are no available, the methods of obtaining ft, and their rela-

tive timeliness, accuracy, and bias. A parallel review should identify

the schools and .information included in existing handbooks, the fre-

quency and timeliness of publication, the finances (self-supportihg or

s'ub:iidized.lp and the size and nature W. the audience. Thereafter, an

economic program -liould be outlined to till major gaps in the public

information about postsecondary schools without duplicating existing

handbooks or imposine burdensome forms on thousands of schools.

,Lnnocent material can be issued directly by government agencies

but experimental, evaluative, or contentious reports 'should be financed

by contracts and grants by, among others, the officetof Education, Fund

for the Improvemeat of Postsecondary Education, Health Resources Ad-

ministration, Department of Labor, Veterans Administration, and the

lirSocial Security Administration. The most contentious reports should he

iir

financed by private sources, including foundations and commercial publishers.

kit .ontractors r!ht include associations of admissions and finan-

Jr.:.:)L 11,2 0-7i7crq. educational testing and research organizations, insti-
.

1 tut ional and professional associations,_ student and consumer groups, and

,...)

individual Ncholars. Each report should concentrate on selected types

of schools. niyersity is vital because each sponsor and contractor has

different interests and knowledge of special value-to different kinds



- 31

of students. '/A single, uniform descrilption or assessment of all post-

7.0a secondary schools would be ponderous, extravagantly expensive, tmprac-
1

tical, and lituiely useless. Cost and format should be proportionate

to the nature of the prospective audience. A multilithed paper can

satisfy the local interest in many small schOpls and community col-

leges, whereas a national audience may be interested in many corres-

pondence schools, four year colleges.and unique technical schools.

Handbooks such-as the American' ouncil on Education's American.

Universities and Colleges, The New York Times Guide to College Selection,

UnvejoIts College Guide". and the Middle States Association's Basic In-

formation about Higher Education Institutions are restricted to en-

tries on the number of students and faculty, average SAT scores, cost

of tuition and board, departmental and professional programs and degrees

offered, budget and library facilities, and the like. The refreghtni

selection of facts, irreverent style, and blunt opinions in The Under-

ground Guide to the College of Your Choice
16
'may be illustrated by

the following extracts:

Academic Bullshit: No student-initiated courses for credit
....Some students started a health-food store and got credit...The
[faculty] turnover is great as all the good eop e find it hard to
take Missoula for too long....The faculty is pre y far removed from,
the students except in the Humanities....The most opular professors are..,..

Bread: Expensive clothes aren't necessary and most students
have bicycles rather than cars...It's impossible to scrounge....Expen-
sive threads are a must....Realtors are real ers on the South Side....

Brothers and Sisters: Ratio cats: chicks--1:1....Mest students
are straight middle-class job seekers .It's a diploma
large impersonal factory....lukewarm hip....The hard -core preppies
are being.rooted out....People don't care about politics fairly
active politically...politically aware but not revolutionary ....No
demonstrations so far....Very light drug scene. $20 a lid and few
takers. No acid....Chicks either have no bra or the nfl-bra bra....
Dating transcends color....you can't even get any privlcy to neck....
"Smith to bed, Holyoke to wed."

If
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Survival: ....no BC pills or abortion referrals..
....in New York the only thing. free is the air.. {Cough!)...
a.Planned Parenthood in Colambus....Abortion referrals from
Liberation....Pets run wild oz the oval....

..No pets

.There's
Women's

Even these brief.extracts indicate the vital importance of

privately sponsored work, the narrow scope of. official data, an .1 the

restrictive effects of "objectivity" on the information generata by

established educational and research agencies. ASsuredly, there are

important gaps in, the objective information neeftd about many schools.

But ultimately the evaluation of a school reduces to a judgment of its

value and (a somewhat different matter) attractiveness for given kinds

of students. That. :judgment may be based.on on:student's impressions,

like many reports in The Underground. Guide, or the mature knowledge

and perspective of Riesman's ideal examiners; but it remains a sub=
. .

jective judgment about which different. observers wilL disagree. Stu

dents would be better served b candid ins tutional ud ents, based

upon clearly stated edUcational values, than by additional mwinthins of

sterile fact.

Having noted the limitations of dehydrated facts, we will -

.conclude this section with four suggestions for additionalfacts and

judgments that are urgently needed:

1. Our. knowledge of'the proprietary universe is largely
OOP

confined to its-accredited fraction, whereas intelligent public policy

can only, be based on a more accurate knowledge of the whole. In all:

likelihood, some portions are horrendous: an accurate description will

confirm the wisdom of their exclusion from government programs. Many

avocational schdols are useful, or at least harmless, though rightly

excluded from vocational programfg. Some schools' appraved for veterans
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and state rehabilitation programs furnish useful training to selected

students while some accredited correspondence and vocational schools

provide poor training for most students. Comparative studies of ineli-

zible and eligible, unaccredited and accredited schools are badly

needed to inform public olicv and student choice.

1. Information on student drppout rates and graduates' per--

formance on lieensing_examinations, job _placement, and salaries would

be useful e6ecially for vocational and profesSional schools. The 44

reports and estimates of school administrators should be supplemented

and checked by data from employment services, eiv4 service records,

licensing bodies, employers, unions, unemployment offices, and wel-

fare agencies.

3. A study should be conducted to estimate the number,

proportion, and kinds of degree granting and non-decree jgranting .

schools which engage in specified malpractices such as ,deceptive ad-

vertising, and inequitable refunds.

4. Named colleges, professional, vocational, and correspon-

dence schools in areas of greatest student interest should be rated and

classified by objective indices and subjective judgments. Examples of

such ratings are the works of Cartter, Roose and Andersen, Margulies-Blau,

and Knapp and C:oodrich.
17

recomnendation has produced a horrendous outcry to the

t:lat Lc.rools are ecual, to classify them is unAmerican, and

Cartter -type ratings are unfair, outdated, and reflect the built-in

biases of their methods and judges, who tend to come from and to favor e-

elite research insitutions. We agree with the latter criticism but

not with the conclusi'ql that these studies should not be conducted.
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All schools are not equal and, even if they are, all people do not

rally think so. The proper response to a Cartter rating is to criticize,
its procedures and suppositions and to conduct alternative ratings by

different methods and _judges' in which state colleges may rant, high and

research institutions low.. To refuse to classify sch4ls is; in effect,

to .suppress informatiotts and opinion and to becloud student' choice.

The aspirdticrs and ditl4ulties of college 'criticism which

Riesman noted remain untbanged: the number of colleges, semi-colleges,

and pseudo colleges have much increased; and.to their number have been

added large correspondence schools, proprietary school chains, and

swarms of tiny "postsecondary" schools which now stand beside tradi-

tional colleges. equally eligible for student aid.

If it is difficult to evaluate colleges, it is futile to

evaluate every school eligible for one or another public program. Even

if it were possible and worth the cost, many would be extinct before the

reports appeared. For the third time, We must repeat: no really satis-
factory sdiution exists to the fearsome problems of _judging the Quality

1

andeligibility of over 3,000 postsecondary schools.

We can only do our best, selecting important and renresent-
.

ative schools for evaluation and study, listing.and counting and

classifying those we cannot carefully evaluate, and reqUiring special -

information and sureties from those receiving pubic funds.



Notes

1. Some participants at the conference "believed
.that institutions, or programs...niight well be designated as
satisfactory, good, very good, and distinguished...." The
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9. Toward a Learning Society, Carnegie Commission on Higher
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LO. James Norton, Chancellor of the Ohio Board of Regents,

transmitted t$e guidelines in April 1974, noting: "On occasion.
I have been chided about efforts to demand higher standards in
consumer protection for proprietary schools than are required for
non-profit institutions.

"With our joint efforts to increase the numbers of
persons going into higher education,-and particular efforts by
ex-I, school to increase enrollments, there is a new potential for
misleadinv; ad':ertising--or for.a competitiveness that depreciates
the value of another type of higher education. You may want those
responsible at your school o see the advertising guidelines recently
distributed for proprietary:schools for comparison with.theirkaractIces."

11. Frank Albanese, executive Secretary of the Ohio State
Board of School and College Registration, suggested to the Educa-
tion Commission of the; States that it consider distributing the
guidelines to all colleges and uhiversitics. We endorse the idea
but would prefer to see the distribution made by a private association
such as the American Council on Eddcation.

12. March 13, 1974 letter to Harold Orlans.
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13.' "The Secretary [of HEW] shall publish annually in the
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approval per accreditation and those whose applications for approval
or accreditation were not accepted" (Congressional Record, daily
ea,ition, September II,' 1974, p. S 16741.

14. gIEducaonDirectoriliherEducatiot, Office
of Education, 1974, p. viii.

15. Ohio Higher Education 4Notebook, Volume II, a listing
of licensed private post high school educational institutions in
Ohio and in those states which solicit students from Ohio, State
Department of Education, Columbus, January 1973.

16. Susan Berman, The Underground Guide to the College of
Your Choice, New American Library, New York, 1971.

17. See Allan M. Cartter, An Assessment of Quality in
Graduate Education and Kenneth D. Roose and Charles J: Andersen,
A Rating of Graduate/Programs, American COuncil on Education,
Washington, D.C., 1966 and 1970, respectively; Rebecca Margulies-
and Peter Blau, "The Pecking Order of the Elite: America's Leading
Professional Schools," ChangeNovember 1973, pp. 21-27; and R.H.
Knapp and A.B. Goodrich, The Origins. of American Scientists,
University of Chicago Press, 1952.
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B. The Meaning_ and Origins ofAcreditig

Summary

One idea underlies all accrediting: the status of being
accredited is good. The six regional associations of colleges-and
secondary schciols arose in the 19th Century to help articulate the
level-and content'ot instruction in high school and college, defining
a "college" and establishing agreed requirements for entrance.
Accrediting itself began from 1910 to 1954 in the different regions,
initially on largely quantitative or objective standards and subse-
qdently, in the 1930s and Atter, on more qualitative and subjective
grounds which aimed to judge whether each institution was achieving
its owd.goals.

The growth ot professional accreditation, initiated by the
American. Medical Associatioi in 1905, went hand in hand with that of
state licensing for professional practice. The rise in educational
standards and costs, translated into rising standards for professional
1tcensure and service, led to a rise in professional status and income.
Control.over the supply of-practitioners and over the schools which
iproduced them rested in the hands of the professions. The advantiges
\of tkps combining self and public service produced a proliferation
of professional accrediting agencies and, in due course, conflicts
between institutional presidents and professional_ schools over the
control of educational standards and budgets.

The National Commission on Accrediting was formed
presidents in 1949 in an attempt to regain control of
and to discipline, simplify, and rationalize whatever
accrediting could not be stamped out. The presidents
artillery; a mighty salvo was tired; and processional.
emerged unscathed. The battle continues, though more
has been lost.

their 'ii itutions
professiottal
massed theirs
accrediting
time than blood

In 197J, NCA will be replaced by a new Council on Post-
secondary Accreditation, which will also absorb the Federation of

Regional Accrediting Commissions of High'r Education and include
representatives ot agencies accrediting specialized programs, proprietary
sche^ls and the public.
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4rhe Meaning of "Accrediting"

Accredit, accredited, accrediting, accreditation: what

do the words mean?

Like many other words, they have both technical and

popular meanings. Whatever else "accredited" may_mean, two points

stand out in both its lay:end technical usage: 1. to be "accredited"

is a good thing: it betokens a commendable and meritorious, not

opprobrious, status; and 2. the status is Assigned by some other party

or parties: it is not self-assumed. The points are plain in the

first of several definitions given by Websters Third New International

Dictionary: "ac-cred-it (F acvedfter, fr. ad+crgdit--more at credit)

1. to put (as by common consent) into a-reputable or outstanding

category: consider, recognize, or acclaim as rightfully possessing an

uncontested status."

Insofar as accrediting is a collegial activity undertaken by

a group of schools whic'band together in an association, the second

point--that the status is independently conterred--is debatable. It

is more questionable for schools initiating a new accrediting body

and less questionable for new applicants to a long-established organiza-

tion. Thus; the least questionable residue of meaning is that to be

"accredited" is good--it seldom hurts and often helps. But, as will

be seA47"--too much of a good thing can also be bad. The proliferation

of accrediting has posed intractable problems.

One authoritative source defines accreditation as "a process

of recognizing those educational institutions whose performance and

integrity entitle them to the confidence of the educational community

and the public."' Another states that it is "the recognition accorded

to an institution that meets the standards or criteria established by
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a competent agency oi a5.sociation.'2 That "competent" hides half the

history of accreditation, for who is to decide which accreditors are

-competent" and can the "incompetent" possibly be eliminated--or even

openly identified? In 1968: the U.S. Office of Education defined

accrediting as "the voluntary process whereby an agency or association
t4

grants public recognition to a school, institute, college, university,

or specialized program ot study which meets certain established quali-

fications and educational standards, as determined through initial and

periodic evaluations." In 1974, the "voluntary" was dropped,3 for some-

what the same reason, ontisuspects, that a recent report characterized

the "perception of accreditation as a privatt activity" as "anachronistic. "4

The use of accreditation to determine eligibility for government funds

and other public benefits has lent an involuntary and public character

to accrediting activity s once regarded as entirely "voluntary"

and "private."

A clear definition requires a clear subject, but accrediting

is anything but that. Though the outcome--a list ot accredited schools

or programs--is'the same, the means of reaching it are not. The ideal

model of accrediting depicted by those who seek to standardize and

professionalize the process includes:

--a voluntary application for accreditation, signifying

a wish to (and, usually, the hope or beliet that the applicant does)

meet the accrediting agency's published standards;

--a searching sejf-study Ey the applicant institution or

program, conducted in accord with general guidelines provided by

the accrediting agency;

--an intensive visit of inspection by a tem of volunteers

dispatched by the agency; and



- 40 -

--a subsequent decision by the agency's accrediting

commission, based upon the self-study, the team report, and any other

available information, to grant,"deny, or renew accreditation for a

given period, signifying that the applicant does, or does not, meet

the agency's standards.

However, exceptions can be noted to every feature of this

model. An agency may, in effect, solicit applications0 the self-

study can be rudimentary or nonexistent; the team visit can be

perfunctory or absent; and accreditation has beeri bestowed for an

indefinite, rather than a specified, perlod. Nonetheless, over the

years, the organization and operation of recognized accrediting agencies

appears to have become more comparable and formalized. Such formalize-

Um or bureaucratization tends to develop as the agencies grow larger

and older; and it provides protection against charges-of arbitrariness.

op.
The criteria employed by the National Commission on Accrediting

and especially the Office of Education for recognizing accrediting

agencies have also'served to force agencies into a.. common mold. But

form can be similar while substance varies, as is apparent from the

marked differences in the importance, scale, resources, public standing,

influence, and sophistication of difterent accrediting agencies. It

is of the utmost importance and the utmost difficulty to attempt to

distinguish form and substance in accrediting, but only the form is

manifest and subject to regulation and accounting, whereas the keenest

observers can disagree about the underlying realities.

Some of the lines of technical and political cleavage in the

public facade of accrediting are those which divide the governmental

from the private; the institutional from the specialized or program-

matic; the accrediting of vocational and nonvocational education, of
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large and complex or small and simple institutions, and of public,

nonprofit, and for-protit institutions. As the distinction between

governmental and private accrediting is basic to this inquiry, it

will be discussed somewhat further here.

Private Accrediting and State "Accrediting"

Authorities on accreditation often contrast European

educational systems, in which standards are set by government

ministries, with the distinctive American system in which they are

set by private agencies. The contrast is often drawn in terms which

suggest that the European system is rigid and most decidedly

unAmerican, whereas ours promotes freedom and variety. But if national

standards are bad (in Europe), why are they good (in America), if set

by private agencies? And if these agencies set genuine standards,

how can they promote variety rather than standardization?

The Department of Agriculture's former accrediting of

veterinary schools, recountedin an appendix, is an historical additjr.

The constitutional omission, or cons..ious rejection, of federal power

over eduction reserved thlt power to the states under the Tenth

Amendment, and the repeated, almost ritualistic, statutory proscription

of federal control "over the curriculum, program of instruction,

administration, or personnel of any educational institution" has

reaffirmed that tact.

Power may inevitably follow the purse, but the power of the

federal purse over education must be exercised indirectly, for direct

power is exercised by the states. It is the power to create and, with

due process, disband; to charter or license and (within constitutional

safeguards and political realities) to ad regulate, and



police schools and colleges that renders state education departments

real or potential rivals of accrediting agencies. Agencies accrediting

professional programs derive much of their power from state laws

which base the issuance of a license to practice, or'admission to a

licensur, examination, upon graduation from an accredited program.

Many accrediting agencies work cooperatively with state education

departments, each augmenting its meager resources by drawing upon the

other's special information and expertise. But the power to license

is the power to regulate: and that is also the substance or the .

appearance of accrediting.

The rivalry between state and private agencies is manifest

in the insistence of many state officials on designating their licensing,

approving and inspecting operations as accrediting. Thus, an Indiana

education'official insists on designating his work as accrediting and
4 II

the state attorney general. has officially advised the Maryland Department

of Education that it may use the words -accreditation" and " "approval ""

interchangeably. In 1965, twenty states used the term "accredit"

to describe their activities--including the periodic inspection and

listing of institutions meeting established criteria-- concerned with

the standards of higher educational institutions, especially those

governing the education of public school teachers.
6

Hefferlin, a

former staff member of the National Commission on Accrediting, insists

that

Every state practices accreditation...including
publishing lists of approved programs and institutions
and reevaluating them periodically- -for professional
programs 1 such fields as teacher preparation, legal
education,, and training in the health professions. But
no commonality exists among the states in the terns they
use to refer to this process--among them being accredit,
approve, acce t, certify, classify, license, recognize,
and register,
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The Could commission on nontraditional education endorsed the foregoing

position.
8

In the beginning was the Word. To accept the legitimacy of

designating as "accrediting" state activity otherwise indistinguish-

able from that of private accrediting agencies is to open up the

possibility that it might substitute tor, or constitute an alternative

to, that private accrediting in one or more states. The Regents of

the State of New York have, in fact, been included by the Commissioner

of Education on his list of "nationally recognized accrediting agencies"- -

but solely "for higher institutions within New York State." That mode

of recognition is self-contradictory, for the Regents, like all other

agencies on the commissioner's list, had first to demonstrate that

their operations were "regional or national in...scope"
9--and were

then recognized only for in-state purposes. Other state bodies have

been recognized by the commissioner for the approval (not "accreditation")

of nurse education and of vocational schools eligible to participate
elk

in the insured student loan program (absent his recognition of a

accrediting agent/ for that purpose). The Education Amendments of 1972

directed the commissioner to "publish a list of State agencies which

he determines to be reliable authority as to the quality of public

postsecondry vocational education in their respective states for

1

the purpose of determining eligibility for all Federal student assistance

programs."

That is as close as state agencies have recently come to formal

recognition of their work by the Office 'of Education as comparable

to tht of private accrediting agencies. In 1940, they came decidedly

closer. The office then published a report on Collegiate Accreditation

hy.Aencies Within,Statesi° which "recommended that accreditation



should be a responsibility of the states,sand that private organizations

should be concerned primarily with the improvement of education rather.

than accreditation."11 The report allowed tt4ii "accgditation...in

many of the States must be characterized as little more than a farce,"

but conch;ded, "The State is obliged to assure a high quality of higher

education as certainly as of elementary educ7ation....unsatiifactory
r

conditions in higher education, which present methods of control andi

accreditation seem unable to correct, suggest that the State will

tend in the future to assume more fully its responsibility in higher

education.12

. That forecast was right in foreseeing the strengthening of

many state laws governing the establishment of postsecondary

institutions and their power to award degrees, yet wrong in the

assumption that this regulatTon would.replace private accreditation.

The struggle between governmental and private regulation continues

unabashedly in many states; in many others, the two forces have

reached a good (if, in all likelihood, impermanent) working accommoda-

tion. In .whatever period one dips into the historical record, the

probleiS, the conflicts, and man: of the proposed solutions seem

distressingly familiar. Pluses change, plus c'est la mine chose.

At least since its 1952 entry into the recognition of
Ns.

accrediting agencies the Office of Education has been disposed to

legitimate private, not state, accrediting. On the one hand, it has

thrust the word upon recognized private agencies such as the

American Medical Association and the American Bar Association which

have called their own activities "approving. H13 On the other hand,

it has shunned any use of the word accrediting in connection with the

activities of state bodies. Indeed, its criteria for the recognition
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of accrediting agencies are such that, strictly interpreted, it would

be difficult if not ipossible for a state government agency to

comply with all of them.
14 In pursuing this course, the Office has

1

reflected the views of major spokesmen for higher educational accrediting.

Thus, the National Commission on Accrediting has forthrightly opposed

the recognition of state bodies as accrediting agencies:

...agencies of,,the states should not be listed as nationally

recognized specialized or professional accrediting agencies.
Furthermore,...the term "accreditation" should be used ex-

clusively by regional and natiopal organizations....[T]he

recognition of stateemdies...would lead tp the real possibility

of fifty or more agenN.es applying differing standards to

the specialized and professional programs of study offered

by the colleges, and universities.15

That is a characteristically private view, which the Office

of EdOcation.has'accepted (at any rate, for two decades), and it is

difficult for a study of the Office's use of accreditation to adopt

a radically different view or, without confusion, to introduce

terminology radically differeht from that which is found in much of

the current literature. Therefore, in this study, the various forms

of ?the word "accrediting," when standing alone and without quotes or

additional qualification, will beuseid to refer to the work of private

agencies, and other words--such as "approving," "licensing," "regulating,"
A

or "inspecting"--will be used for that of state agencies. However,

when the meaning is clear from the context or the use of additional

clarifying terms (such as "New York state accrediting" or "accrediting

by the Departmcnt of Agriculture") it may also occasionally be used

to refer to similar work of government agencies.

The Origins of Accreditation

the origins of accrediting reflect a multitude of independent

but intertwined forcesnaticual, regional, and state; public and
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private; general and specialized; elite and plebian--which still

characterize accrediting today. Attie causes have been manito)d:

state institutional and professional licensing requirements; the

need, of educational definitions for statistical and administrative

I
purposes the need to articulate the programs of secondary and higher

educational institutions and to assc.A the standing of students

transferring to domestic and foreign institutions; the wish to

distinguish reputable institutions frot others with which they did

not want to be associated. Beyond such .practical needs have lain the

aspirations of educators and prOfessional men to safeguard and advance

the standing of their institutions and professions. In all accrediting'

three factors are constantly discernible: the special interests of

accreditors; tile broader interests of the public; and the technical

and political problems of defining and enforcing meaningful standards.

Of the 55 accraditing agencies recognized by the Commissionyer

of Eduction in the spring of 1973, the first to be established was

the New York Board of Regents, in 1784. Cast in the mold ot a

European ministry with licensing, regulatory,' and planning authority

over all educational institutions--collegiate or secondary, private or

public, educational or cultural- -the Regents. are unique awing state

educational bodies in the scope of their authority.

One review cites only two other states as having initiated

the "accreditation" of higher educational institutions'before LIite

1900s--Iowa, in 1846 and Utah, in 1S96. Five others fidlowed from

1900-19, ten from 1920-39, and twelve from 1949-506 Today. a

dwindling number of states lacks some such operation, though a larger

number lacks one that might be judged adequate to forestall or quickly

stop educational chicanery and fraud.. There.is enough of that in New
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York City alone tc, ,jenonstrate the limitations, of some of the best state,

regulaticm.

!,. ;..;erful consequences of !he simpli, no to define a Of college II

can be illustrated by several early episodes. The first involved the U.S.

Bureau (now, the Office) of Education which, from its formation in 1867

until the great augmentation of its budget and responsibilities by the

195B National Defense Education Act, was primarily a statistical agency:

In order to i:arry out its function of summarizing the

educational activities of the country, it was necessary for

tht7 bureau tc ascertain the number of colleges, the number
of teachers, the number of students, and so on. But this

task way: impossible without some sort of answer to the

quest ion: Vhat is a college?

In order to avoid setting up fine distinctions, the Bureau
established 'the policy of including in its list any institution
which was authorized to give degrees and which. reported college
students in attendance. Broad as this definition was, it served
to set up a criterion on which institutions were included in or
excluded from a published list of colleges. On this basis, these
early lists of the U.S. Bureau may be considered the forebears
or precursors of present-day accredited list_

In the first report of the Commissioner of Education in
19,70, 369 collegiate institutions were listed....17

More will be said about these lists of institutions, which

have been issued periodically throughout the history of the

Office of Education, and their relation to the evolving work of state and

private accrediting agencies. The lists have exerted a formative, inade-

quately recognized influence on our conception of the legitimate universe

of higher education.

he problem of defining a college was also of critical importance

to the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, founded in

1905 by a $10 million gift from Andrew Carnegie. The income was used

to establish a pension system for college faculty, hut what was a

"college "? The foundation adopted the definition of the New York Regents,

which was incorporated in New York State law:
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An institution to be ranked as a college must have
at least six professors giving their entire time to college
and university work, a course of four full years in liberal
arts and sciences, and should require for admission not lets
than the usual four years of academic or high-school pr4para-
tion, or its equivalent, in addition to the preacademic
or grammar school studies....

A tax-supported institution must be in receipt of an
annual income of not less than $100,000.

An institution not supported by taxation...must have
a productive endowment of not less than $200,000 over and
above any indebtedness of the institution.... 18

That definition, plus the additional requirement that "no

denominational test shall be applied in the choice of trustees, officers,

or teachers, or in the admission of students," yielded a. list of only

70 colleges, which, by 191/, qualified to participate in the foundation's

pension plan.
19

These were predominantly well-known private colleges

and universities; a quick inspection shows perhaps eleven public

institutions, mainly prominent state universities. Many hoped or feared

that the foundation, through its list, would assume the position of a

central national accrediting agetcy. That did not transpire, but the

foundation's definition and experience influenced the standards of

the emerging regional .accrediting associations.

The problem of defining institutions eligible for membership

was also encountered by the regional associations of institutions that

subsequently gave, birth to: regional accrediting commissions of,higher

education.
20

Indeed, the:idea of a commonality of interest, inherent

in any voluntary association, implies common institutional forms and

purposes, which.such a definition formalizes. As regional association

interests broadened over the years, their definitions of institutions

eligible for accreditation broadened correspondingly: from four-year

liberal arts :olleges and universities to include two-year colleges,

teachers colleges, engineering schools, seminaries, and other technical,

professional, and specialized institutions. Between the idea and the
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reality of what is deemed to be legitimate "higher education" falls

a definition.

Regional Accreditation

The six regional associations of colleges and secondary

schools which today sponsor some of the most prestigious accrediting

commissions (and some which are most zealous in defending the social

and educational worth of accrediting) were formed from the 1880s

through the 1920s and started to accredit higher educational institutions

from 1904 through 1954. The dates for each association given in

Table 1 are only approximations since different authors can rightly

take different events to mark the "start" of an activity.
or

The problems of articulating high school and college education

and the need, in doing so, to agree upon minimal standards for each level

of institution were of major concern to the secondary and higher

institutions which joined together in the regionals. The first of these

associations was launched by

...a small group of...secondary school administrators who
were troubled by the lack of uniformity and consistency in New
England colleges and particularly by the need of a more friendly
relationship. between them and the pteparatory schloks from which_
they drew their students' So far as. admission requirements

were concerned, the situation has rightly been described as one

of "educational chaos." Each insatution of higher learning went
its proud inflividuar way, regardlgss of its rivals and of the
complaints of the secondary school teachers. The system was
anomalous, inefficient, and, from the viewpoint of the schools,
intolerallle. 21

Massachusetts preparatory sfhool headmasters induced Harvard's Charles

Eliot to help them form an assoc,tation of high school and colIOrge heads

dedicated to "the advancement of the cailse of liberal education by the

promotion of interests common to both colleges and preparatory schools."

The movement th,s started in 1885 in New England and, soon after,

Pennsylvania and the North Atlantic states, spread to the Midwest and the

_7
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TABLE 1

Six Regional Associations:

Dates of Formation and *initial Accrediting

Association Year of Initial

Formation
Accreditation
Standards for

Colleges.

New England 1885 1954

Middle States 1887 1921

North Central 1895 1910

Southern 1895
. 1919

Northwest 1917 1921

Western 1924 1949

Sources: The dates are drawn from John F. Nevins, A
Study of the Organization and Operation of Voluntary
Accrediting Agencies, Catholic University ofeAmerica
Press, Washington, D.C., 1959, and Lloyd E. Blauch, ed.,
Accreditation in Higher Education, U.S. Office of Educa-
tion, 1959, pp. 42-70. Slightly different dates are
given in other sources.

fs

(.



South a decade later and reached the west coast early in this c ntury. Its

initial goals were the' establishment of uniform collegiate trance require-

ments, and the ejection from college of preparatory depa tments, which

were then widespread, in 1870, the University of Mi igan was the only

state university without a preparatory departmen ; ft was estimated that,

In the West and South, at least thNe-quartefs .of the students were "pre-
.

pared for college by the oolleges themselves in their own preparatory

departments.
,u23

The effort to standardize college entrance requirements led also

to the organization in 1900 of the College Entrance Examination Board by

Middle States institutions. "The purpose of the board was to secure the

adoption of uniform definitions of the subjects required for college

admission. This it accomplished through the issuance of statements

of the ground which should be covered in the various subjects in the

secondary schools and its college admission examinations, which soon

came to be accepted by colleges and universities throughout the country

as alternatives to their own."24 William Belden observes that, by 1900,

"the main standardizing influence in higher educationthe classical

liberal curriculum" had been undermined by the election of courses.

In all regions but the Northwest, there was a prolonged lag- -

from fifteen years in the North Central states to seventy in New England- -

between the creation of the association and the formal accrediting of

colleges (high school accrediting was often started earlier). The old,

sternly independent private institutions of the east might join a club

to help lesser schools and perhaps even release the names of Members,

but a stricter kind of accrediting with fixed standards, reports, and

inspections was distinctly distasteful. Though they have since yielded

to the democratic idea that. everyone being equal, no one should be
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above scrutiny, they do not necessarily like it or tjke it as seriously

as lesser, or less vain, institutions. When an accrediting team

visited an ivy league, campus recently, the president asked if he

really had to see them. Accrediting finally breached the New England

sanctum as a consequence of the 1952 Veterans Readjustment Assistance

Act which rendered veterans attending accredited institutions readily

eligible for benefits. The meeting at which the New England association

resolved upon accrediting cautioned that it "should.not become involved

in technicalities, and preferably should only re-examine those who do

not...sattsfy our standards."25 (And how would one know that, without

an initial examluAtion? Presumably, the way everyone in a small town

knows everything.)

In the Midwest, where populism and public universities were

stronger, accrediting was taken more seriously. Largest and historically

the most influential of the regionals, the North Central Association

of Colleges and Secondary Schools was the first to develop quantitative

standards and the first to discard them. In 1934, after a major study,

North Central substituted the policy that has since governed all regional

accrediting of higher educational institutions, that "an institution

will be judged in terms of the purposes it seeks to serve."
26

The new

policy became a practical necessity because common criteria can be

applied only to comparable institutions. As the association's members

broadened from the founding corps of four-year liberal arts colleges

to junior and teachers colleges and the technical and professional

institutes that comprise the motley world of American "higher educationc

all could not possibly meet the same set of absolute criteria.
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Common standards remain feasi!,le for agencies accrediting programs

and schools that qualify graduates to take examinations for state licenses

required to practice many trades, occupations, and professions. The.

licenSesupposedly attests to their qualification, the examination supposedly

tests them, and the accrediting agency's standards affirm that graduates of

designated schools are more likely to pass the examination than graduates

of unaccredited schools. The probabilities are increased when only graduates

of accredited schools are permitted to sit for the exam and members of the

same professional association which conducts the accrediting also prepare

the examination and control the state licensing board.

The prototype professional association and still with little

question the most important single association engaged in the accrediting

of professional programs is the American Medical Association. More an

empire than a profession, the AMA engages in the accrediting of

medical schools, together with the Association of American Medical

Colleges; the accrediting of hospitals, as a member of the Joint

Commission on the Accreditation of Hospitals; the approval of medical

graduate, residency, and continuing education programs; the examination

of foreign medical graduates through the Educational Council for Foreign

Medical Graduates; and the accreditation of a burgeoning host of allied

health programs in collaboratiLli with some twenty independent, allied,

vassal, or hostile associations. Well funded, well staffed, and well

connected, envied and emulated or denigrated and attacked, the AMA cannot

easily be ignored by anyone interested in accrediting.

In 1847, when the AMA was established, "the doctor of medicine

degree was being awarded for less than six months of study plus some

apprenticeship, and standards in admission requirements were practically
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nonexistent."27 Up to 1880, only eleven states had enacted licensing

28
statutes for doctors.

The old proprietary medical schools were essentially
profit-making institutions, devoid of laboratories and
hospital connections, in which teaching was done by '

lecture and a rare dissection. The course of study was-4
normally one academic year; the tuition income was
divided among the local medical practitioners who did the..
teaching. "Chairs" in medicine were sold to their
occupants. 29

I
The conditions of another period (like thdse of another country)

can seem 'id-obviously bad that we may wonder why they were not changed. Btit,

at the time, they did not seem quite so bad'or quite
4
so easy to change (exact-*

ly as we view our current problems). Thus, it took some sixty years before

the American Medical Association was able to move vigorously to reform medical

education. Selden attributes the long delay to "a continued acceptance of

the philosophy of laissez-faire and...opposition on the part of many

physicians who feared thatAeir own professional competence and educational

background would be questioned if the schools where they might have studied

-were not on the approved list. "30
"Grandfather" clauses exempting "established

practitioners from the requirements imposed on new licensees have been one

way around the opposition of the old guard to higher professional standards.

During the intervening years, graduate education in 'the German

research pattern was being introduced to U.S. universities, making laboratory

and hospital, facilities, and lengthened years of study, more essential in

the biomedical sciences. Johns Hopkins established the first modern graduate

school in 1376 and in 1893, a medical school whose faculty devoted their

full time to teaching anA research; two years later, Harvard adopted a four-
,

year medical curriculum. Thus, the Loundations of the old, quick and pro-

prietary education taught by practicing doctors for parttime income wire

being undermined by the leaders of medical education. When the AMA 'finally

pushed, the old structure fell.



In 1905, is Council on Medical Education "published a

) . -
classification of medical schools based...on the percentage of

licensure examination failures"; in 1906, it began to inspect the

schools, and in 190/, prepared a second classification which placed

the 160 schools in one of three'groups. There were "82...in Class A ,

(approved), 46 in Class B (probation), and 32 in Class C (unapproved),"
31

No one likes.being put in an invidious category. Many such classif ica-

tions were undertaken in the early years of accrediting, and all were

subsequently abandoned. Attacked for its effrontery, the AMA asked

the Carnegie,,, oundation for the AdVancemert of Teaching to review

medical education. A two-year study was there pon started by Abraham

Flexner and N. P. Colwell, secretary of the AMA Co ncil on Medical

Education. The Flexner report, publAshed by the fo dation in 1910,

is commonly cited as a spectacular example of ad exp se-producing

immediate reform. More likely, it precipitated chap: s toward which

many forces were independently conspiring.

The gist of these changes was a sharp reductio in the number of

medical schools and particularly of proprietary and p rt-time night schools,

which were shamed and starved into closing or mergi and affiliating with uni-

versities. They were transformed from businesses ith the short-tam

outlook of supplying what the market demanded (including M.D.'s by correspondence)

into state or nonprofit institutions supplying the kinds of graduates which

leaders of the profession thought the public needed. The simple lists of

accredited schools, and the accreditation visits and reports which helped

and pressured institutions to meet the new professional standards in order

to,remAn on these lists, played a significant part in effecting this

transformation. "I suspect the [American Medical] Association was not at

all prepared for the coercive power of its publicity," Samueltapen, first

head of the AMerican Council on Education, remarked in a 1933 address.



"The weak schools literally melted away.
02

Flexner wanted to reduce to 35 the 155 medical schools functioning

in 1910; in fact, the number dropped to 95 by 1915 and 80 by 1927. He

explicitly espoused the restriction of supply that the AMA continued to favor

for decades thereafter. 33

Commenting on the sharp expansion of British higher education that

followed the 1963 Robbins report, novelist Kingsley Amis remarked dourly

that "More means worse." It is an elitist remark uncongenial to Americans,

who prefer the idea of "Quantity with Quality."
34

Nonetheless, the Amis

idea, in the converse form "Less means-better," was what the AMA and

other professional agencies pursued and achieved in their early years of

accrediting. The conflict between democratic pressures for more and

elitist pressures for less has persisted throughout the hi&tory of accrediting.

Even a cursory review of ready sources shows the similarities

between tIr development, of AMA accrediting and that of a number of other

,professional associations, especially in such neighboring fields as

dentistry, optometry, pharmacy, and veterinary medicine. The causes,

no doubt, were partly the comparability of their educational problems

and social functions and, partly, their emulation of the medical profession
4

whose status and,strength they hoped to approximate. All four afore-

cited professions began their accrediting after the AMA; all e::.tablished

standards designed to combat proprietary education and to induce free-

standing schools to affiliate with universities; and all published

:lists in which schools were-grouqed Into several quality classes.

The growth of professional accrediting was also closely linked

to the growth .of state statutes and licensing boards which defined the

qualifications needed to practice in, terms that dovetailed with the



standards set by the profession's accrediting arm. However, that is a i)

simplification, because within each profession, practitioners and

academicians have engaged in a constant battle for dominance in the

setting of licensing and accrediting standards, and it is not surprising

it each faction comes to exercise a greater influence in its field of

primary interest and competence. Accrediting has been instituted in

some fields (such as pharmacy) by the deans of professional schools

to provide some protection for academic standards against the pressing

practicality of licensing boards. Insofar as "academic" implies an

interest in knowledge far its own sake and a corresponding aloofness

from the more mundane features of professional practice, a division

can also be noted between the more "academic" schools, which stress

the intellectual foundations of a profession (the Yale law school, it

is said, teaches everything but law) and the less academic or "cram

schools," which are concerned mainly to produce graduates who can pass

the state examination and earn a living at the trade. The latter may

be weaker on the theory, history, or social philosophy of their profession,

but they often provide their students\with'better practical or clinical

training, and may enrollfar more students.

The two conceptions or factions of professional education

have led to the emergence of two separate accrediting agencies in medicine

and law. In other fields such as psychology and social work, the

practitioners have led the drive for accreditation and licensure, which

the purer academicians have shunned as debasing the coinof knowledge.

One can regulate the use but not the discovery of knowledge; one can

1

license an engineer, but not a scientist, a professional musician but

not a composer. When all is said and done, accreditation is a

manifestation of educational bureaucratization or, to use a kinder word,



- 58 -

rationalization, and one can rationalize only what is systematizable.

Wh.,t. is good for ono is good for all. The growth of accrediting

by recognized professions induced accrediting by groups aspiring to

recognition as professions, rival accrediting by competitive forces, the

initiation of accrediting in specialized or dependent fields by paternal

professions and their progeny's subsequeLit insistence on independence;

accrediting of introductory, graduate, and continuing educational programs;

the preaccrediting of programs deemed unready for full accreditation; the

independent accrediting of institutions, like teachers and Bible colleges,

ineligible for regional accreditation; accrediting by heretical sects- -

chiropractors, psychoanalysts, hypnotists, fundamentalists and nontradition-

alists: it is hard to know ovich i3 truly orthodox, in a country whose tra-

dition is constantly to overthrow tradition; the accrediting of noneducational

institutions like hospitals, medical laboratories, animal quarters, museums,

sheltered workshops, prisons.... There is hemi-, demi-, and semi-accrediting

by groups which give less attention to one, several, or many particulars

of accrediting than is deemed proper by the statesmen, lawyers, or Emily

Posts of accrediting (though anyone who dares name a model accrediting

agency will be pouneeceupon by all the others). Will the proliferation never.

end?

Probably not, so long as this is a free country in which anyone can

form an association and freedom of speech and publication is preserved.

The presidents of educational institutions have soughtto dampen, if

ttiey could not extinguish, the proliferation of professional and occupational
1

accrediting programs, each of which reduces their ability to manage

;heir institutions as they think best. The regional commissions and other

agencies which accredit entire institutions, of which, in March 1973,

36
at least twenty were recognized by the Commissioner of Education,
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are also natural opponents of agencies whiclf accredit specialized -4140

4
programs Two bodies with which this study will be much concerned,

the National Comvission on Accrediting and the Office of FAUcation\s

Accreditation and Institutional Eligibility Staff, have also striven

to reduce proliferation. It cannot be said that all of these forces

together (but they work apart and in opposition, as well as together)

have had much more success at that than did king Canute at holding

back the /tides.

Central MonitorinkAgencies

4

Some note Aould now he tliken of the history of efforts to
./

establish central national agerwies to accredit higher educational

.

institutions or monitor, coordinate, and superintend the.multifariou-s

necreditinC0 other agencies.' The Office of Education's involvement

-- with accreditation will be considered in the next chapter; we shall

deal here with the central private agencies, especially the National

Commision on Accrediting (NCA) and the Federation of Regional Accrediting

Commissions of Higher ::duration (FRAM).

A f.entral agency would offer so many advantages over the more

than a dozen regionhl and national agencies accrediting degree-granting

institutions that we may well ask why one never arose. Irrfact, a number

ot central accrediting and proto-accrediting agencies coexisted with the

regional associations for long periods before, finally yielding tile field

to them. The battle to overshadow, subdue, or absorb independent

institutional accrediting agencies continues unabated; and \he regionils,

too, may one day yield the ghost of their independence to a rational

organization pretigured by FRACHE.

0



Th AAU and AAUW

Setting aside the lists prepared for its retirement sOstem by

. the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, the Association

of American Universities and the American Association of University

Women are credited with issuing the first regular national lists of

institutions comparable to those now compiled by the regionals. The
foe

AAU activity began after the University of Berlin and other Gerita

universities stated that they would accept for graduate wrk only

,N4

students with bachelor's degrees from AAU members..." Seeking to enlak.ge

thenumber of acceptable institutions, the association asked the Office

of Education to undertake a suitable classificaticn of colleges and 1

universities. When a rumpus arose and the OE work was ni'at published,
/

the AAU, in 1913, prepared its own list of 119 jnstit itions, whose

degrees it asked the German education ministries to h nor. In 1914,

1
it published the list (a modified version of the earl er OE list,

and prepared by the same man, hendrie Babcock, who-hadsince left OE

for the University of Illinois), which divided colleges into three

groups reflecting the experience of AAU members with the success of

their students in graduate school.

Subsequently, the groups were amalgamated into a single list

which came to hold a prestigious place among the list's competihg for

puihic st.ia.dinh. In 1924, the AAU accepted "in a general way" accredit-

ing standards advanced by the American Council on Education, thclugh

still stressing "the perfOrmance of recent graduates of institutior.

in. . . graduate and professional schools...." In 1938, it declared

that it "has no standards or definite rules and specifications to be

applied in an exact and mechanical fashion. What it tries to do 'is to

find out what the institution does and whether the work is wellrone.
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the statement paraphrased the principles enunciated by the North

Central Association a tew years earlier and subsequently endorsed by

the regionals. AAU "accrediting" or list-preparation ended in:1948

and the void it created had something to do with the establishment of

the National. Commie - ,:ion on Accrediting.

The second agency which for many decades engaged in the central

"accrediting" or listing of higher educational institutions was the

American Association of University Women (from 1882 to 1921. the

Association of Collegiate Alumnae). Its activity was initiated to

identify the institutions whose graduates would be eligible for

association membership. Among the early requirements were that .an

institution: offer no secondary or preparatory instruction;. have

graduaced at least 25 women (soon raised to 50); taw at ,least a

$500,000 endowment; "show "a reasonable recognition of women in governing

boards, it faculties, and in the student body"; and meet specified

standards for faculty, students, 'curricula, and finances.- These

requirements were confirmed by investigations conducted by association

members. From 1910 onward, the AAUW accepted inclusion on certain lists

(ssich as those of the CaAnegie FoundatiOn f-Jr the Advancement of. Teaching,

the Association of American Universities, and the regional accrediting

commissions) as partial evidence of an institution's compliance with

standards, confining its investigation to other points, particularly

those dealing with the status of women.
313

The eventual termination of the AAUW's listinga in 1963

eria fallovld protracted negotiations in which representatives of the National

Commission on Accrediting urged it to rely on the regionals' lists, white

the university women resisted the suggestion that it relinquish to

male-dominated groups an activity it had pursued for so long.



Aie
.w The ak.tivitv o!" the Am And the AM4 may be termed light-handed
Am.

4,:4 or old-fashiond accrediting in contrast to the heavir-handed newer

(to fashion de'ine.; most ri.orow..lv hv the offioe of rducation. The old-
.

fashioned style once exemplified by the New Engtand Association is

practiced toddy, in all 1:re1 lhood, b., many mor0 ariencles than aqr,c

to .1C k1101.1 . ihe new tashion bows method#cally in more directions

of the educational and lo4al compass and views accreditation very

solnDerly. rerhars 'Kight for a mark upon which much status

. ant: Money :Ind other worldly rewards can rest. and it is certainly right

t t edi tat ion pore accessible' to all who deserve

it. But it is le!.:s of a gain insofar As it has made the prore!:s of,

accreditati, n lahor,: withoht necessarily making it Any more

reliable or.useful than the old-fashioned lists'.

Fhe kiational Commission on Accrediting

If one were to Seek a single national statesman of accrediting

it would inevitably be the director of the National Commission on

Accrediting. Ail three NCA staff directors -- Fred Pinkham (1949-1955),

William Selden (1955-1965), and Frank Dickey (1965-19/4) remain active

figures in the 'higher diplomacy of accrediting. The NCA has *offered

a possible alternative to the Commissioner of Education's legitimatizing and

monitoring- of agencies which accredit higher educational institutions

and program,. and. with cert.:AT) changes to enlarge its scope and

representativene, c.ould Conceivably monitor agencies which accredit

all postsecondary in!:;titutionl: and programs.

As a creature of college and university presidents, the roots

of NCA go back beyond its formal organiiation at least to the early

interventions of the American Council on Education and several associations



of,univeritics in the burgeoning accrediting of- the 1920s. .University

presidents have responded 40 accrediting agencies much aR a dog

responds to fleasand with as little ultimate.success.
.

e

The authors ot a arm() study wrote that, "in the short space

of 10 years," accrediting had become "a cumbersome...machinery 'which

appears greatly in need of simpliflcatitn and,eoordination.' As far

back as 1906, the National Association ot Sfaie Universities took. the

initiative in establislai the National Conference Committee on

Standards of Colleges and Secondary Sehools
39

to promote standardized

practices and nomenclature to-dilinguish secondAry-school and college

curricula, faculty, and facilities, and to govern admissions into, and

transfers among, colleges. n 1923, the copmaxtee gave up its gheost

to a Committee on Standards formed in 1921 by the American Council

on Education (itself, a product of World War I).

%

Th.:,'ACE committee formulated detinittuus and standards for

college, junior colleges, and normal schoorsi and teachers colleges,
. .

respectively, which it re.:pmmepdpd that "national, regional, an0 State

agencies... accrediting institutions of highe learning" adopt. For

exampL-, the soction en colleges state& that a should require

for admission 1.atistactory completion ot a totlY.-year course in an

accredited seO.ondary school and, for graduation, completion of 120

semester hour!, ot credit. 'Te.iching schedules should not exceed 16

hours, nor shoidd classi. he larger than 30 tudcntc (lectures excluded).

Annual operating income should he at least $!p0,000, half "derived from

stable sources, other than students." Finally, no college should be

A

accredited "until it has been irlpeted...hy the accrediting 6rganizaticu.""

0

Save for the Past proposition, the committee tp.us concerned itself more

with substantive standards than Oith the prioMples and procedures which

should govern the organization and operatiomi of accrediting agenci



But standardization, if achieved, was only half of the sol.utiois

to the probl posed by akrediting: for standardization was also half

of the problem. The 192111, annual NASU meeting resolVejthat "the

movement toward standardization in highdr education... is assuming

such a character as seriously to limit both jocaLinitiative and...

freedom of experimentation...." A committee.appOnted to study the

problem pointed up some of .the consequences that vexed univers10,

4

administrators:

In a university having many schools.:and.colleges, those,
units whose curricula are standardized by an outside agency...
ore in position to exert a disproportionate pressure upon. the

general univcrsit.v administration for funds. Therefore, all

.other units of ttle institeition nole already so standardized
are Leeling the impulse to standardize through national

organization. On this account, the movement is likely to

grow so as to include practically .:ill phases of higher

educaton."1

In 1926, NAM: d Iist of accrediting,agencitts with which--and

only with whichit suggested," its members .cooperate.

In 1y 3M, NAS17and thc Association o'f Land-Grant Colleges and

Universities established a Joint Committee 471 Accrediting charged with

reducing the (.1.1.ends or:were-Alt ing agencieR. This was to he accomplished

by the preparation, of, a list lit accredit-inv. agencies with which member 4

in!=.titutions were encouraged to cooperate.; Crew agencies were to obtain

the committee' approval betore intruding nn p.tate campuses. The

committee was directed to work "toward an elimination of some of the

existing acerediting ageniAcs it po;sible, iimplification of procedures,

.reduction of,Oplication....endre!,torat of rsr %1L1,ility to states

and ,institntion:i. 4
2
-(The reference tu state resporility was echoed

in the 1140 OttIce. of kducacion report 'cit, earli-r.)



Plainly. the Joint Committee tailed to achieve these objectives

or it ttot btl n-:!,,ary for another group of presidents to

give virtually the same charge to the National Commission on Accrediting,

which inherited the COMMittv',i tiles and mission in 1949. Accprding

to Frank 'rickey, their action.was spurted by the resurgence of

professional accrediting "which had been held in abeyance during the

war years. With the rapidly expanding enrollments...and with many

diverse mid pressing needs converging upon collge administrators, the

-renewed demands of accrediting agencies became an irritation that

encoural.;vd an immediate and positive response....
tt 4 3 In one of the

most tumultuous episodes in the history of accrediting, the presidents.

declared war on the national accrediting agencies which had invaded so

many of their professional schools, dictated so maalv of theit`ficademic

nOlic.iLs. and appropri.ated su much al their. income. Yet, when the

smoke jilted, battletield hiukc..1 like a M0411C Jet, unmarked by

mock tilte I1.i. ih protesz,ional agencies were too scattered and well

entrencned, too r::ertu ar!ci aftive on too many fronts t/ he stopped

tAy imprecations and the part-time Libor of a f

diminutIve

la presidents and a

-rhough . MAy not have ottccted the witome, thotw who led

the fiv,t were tif,t ps ".tdnt, of the most.. prestigiOus univers4ties.

IL i-a oneral rfileition on the standing of accrediting agencies

in a,ademia tlAt !heir .n 1. v evoked continuing

at from Alkh prv4 i0vAts (t,iotAd. some involved' in their

creation). ...the pre,Adent. and otl!er major of of many of

1.4e 150St inluntlal colleges and universities." Friulk rickey and Jerry

Miller observe. -have t;hown ih the pat-it several decadent decreasing:,

interest,. it ni>t antipathy, to acctoiltatiou as an important function
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in the governance of higher education.
44

Thus, the Joint Committee

on Accrediting and the nvw National Commission on Accrediting were

headed, successively, by John 7ii7ect of the University of Florida,

Reuben qmstayson of the Universityknf Nebraska, and Cloyd Marvin of

George Washington University. All of these men, one close observer

notes, were prt-lidents of institutions beset by specialized accrediting

,

agencies and yet not strong enough to scorn them. The stories of

- administi-ators who send presumptuous accrediting teams packing tend to

come from first-r4nk institutions.

NCA wat; compps4d of tWo.types ut members: the constituent

associations of collc-gs and universities;; (five at the outset, and

seven in 19711 each of which designated six members of the governing

hoard (reduced to three in 1973); and institutional members of these

associations, whiA could become MCA members upon payment of onnual

dues. In' 1950, NLA had 6:0 institutional members (in 1973, some 1,4001.

Therein, one might think, lay enough power to accomplish its purposes.

But the first year',; !:udget was only 'S,0,000; policies were not binding

on members;
46

and tzt: initial purpose!. cNt suppressing or controlling'

spekialized ac.-rediting were gr.mdiloquent. unclear, or unrealistic.

Nor did the attitude of American Council on Education president George

Zook help. Zook told NIA eairman Gustayson that the American( Council

could nut rive Ap p1.4L0 in accrediting studies.... He rcgriktte.1

that tNCA)... :ia:; it seen fit to work more closely with the Americpn

Council....he resented any organization in higher education being

.fort.ulated th,At e;.-:.m,; to the Cuuncil for advice. "47

RCA's leaders would have Liked to extirpate professional

accrediting or subject it to the control A the regional agencies;

but they displayed little 1,nowledg of the enemy and an exaggerated
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idea of their own strength. Should they have succeeded in expeiling

professional accrediting from their campuncs, they would probably

have had to invite it back. Starting from It position of hostility

NCA, over the years, moved to one of understanding and support for

professional accrediting and even of occasional hostility to 'institutional

accrediting. The shift from regulation to advocacy, true also of

'OE's Accreditation and Institutional Eligibility-Staff, is common

48
enoigh among regulatory bodies.

NCA, William Sel,lea rk.lateg, "received tile advice and encourage-
. a 9

. ant. of some who hoped jitj...would abolish all accrediting and of
tt

others who hoped fitl... would undertake directly the responsibilit7

for accrediting. Still others expected the regic:Inal Asociations to

a:.t,ume the primary tunktions even tiniugh at the time...only four

regional associations actually pursued-accrediting and did so in.

different ways and with varying de.41-04!> of success" (the New England

and Western Associations were the two misetyant:O. Pondering. these

aitrnatives, the ommis,ion decided to stop :he world while it

resolved upon it; course, and "a moratorium on all accrditing

wh fie it k,ttutted thy cti .

49

The ml.nutes of the formative NCA meetings in 1949-52 suggest

that rh cotrimision .tIght ftiOt. seriously a solutiu,n which would

delegate all accrediting to the regionals and pare professional

accrediting down to a few agenciez; which, with NCA appioval, would

either serve the rgionall; in an advisory ca!,acity or wort under tl-err

direction. The privileged few were those whOse position was so entrenched

in state lictIpsing laws that no edict of university presidents could

blast them out.
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In January 1952, NCA prepared two lists, one of associations

with "a legal obligation to society," and the other, of associations

which might be dealt with more peremptorily. By June, the lists had
' Nat

grown to four:

I - associations "now presenting problems which may be best

.
worked out with the NCA prior to the transfer of the

a

accrediting functions of these organizations to the

Regional Accrediting Associations." These were the

legally entrenched associations accrediting in

archit.::cturc, dentistry, engineering. law, medicine,

nursing, pharmacy, and v erinary medicine.

II -- associations expected to ork under the direction of

the regionals, inclu -ling those accrediting in business

education, chemistry, forestry, journalism, librarian-

ship. psychology, social work, and teacher education.

III - associations which should be concerned with the improve-

ment of professional education, but not, in NCA's

opinion, with accrediting, in journalism, public health,

law, and medicine. The Association of American Law

Schools and the Association of American Medical Colleggs

fell in this group, as the American Bar Association 'Ad

the American Medical Association had been placed in

Croup I.

IV - four asociations "which the Commission believes have no

funclAors or responsibilities in accrediting": the

AMcTican Association of University Women, Amrivan

t;ollege Retailing Association, American .Council of

Christian Churches, and the American Association of

Professional Radio Etl.tleat.4041.50 Only tour?

ti



In -October 1w).1h, the committee. met with represienta-

Lives of eleven associattowz;"%144tups II and III and told them that

"the Commission intends that the Regional Associations will have assumed,

by January, 1954, full te,ponsikilitv i-or accreditation cat institutions

of higher educatiollt." Seva as:,o,:iations "were advised to stop

accrediting...and. to begin Vo work with-the Regional Associations

They wee asked to "make no cLarges for accrediting sevices after

ft

January, 1954, or for Intitotional or corporate dues or fees used for

accreditLng.service:.," At ti,e :;.lire time, NCA institutional members

were requested "to stop 1.crediting relationships with" and "to cease

payment of accredit in,; fee, to" thee associat ions, and to ded.1 With

the regionais on que!-;tions involving accrediting in,. their fields.

The seven associltions were: the American Association of Collegiate

Schools of Business, Ameri.an hmical Society, Sttciety of American

Foresters, American Council on Flucation fur Journalism, American

Library Association, American Council on Social Work Education, and

the American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education. All seven,

or their successor associations, its may be noted, were subsequently

recognized by .'4:A.

A longer rat a-,eiations, including not only those in

Group I but three of the tour in i=roup III, "present special problems

and...3dditIonal time ha:. t1,-n extended for study of these problems,"

executive secretary Fred PinkLam advised commission members in Novemet

19'.2. "rending turthet ,innoultLcrwilt, inF,titutiens should feel free to

continue their accreditiug rOJtion:.hip!, with these organataV4s, but

!.hould retrain trom 'Jeannie, with these agencie concerning any extension

In scope or lvv1,1
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At this critical juncture, NCA was faced with an untimely

problem. 'In an effort to'improve the quality of courses for which

veterans could receive educational benefits, the Korean GI Bill

required the Commissidner of Education to "publish a list of

nationally recognized accrediting agencies and associations which

he determines to b reliable authority as to the quality of training

offered by an educa ,tonal institution...." As-Matthew Finkin points

out,. "the language of the statute clearly assumed that there-were

recognized national accrediting agencies who were responsible

52
authorities on the quality of education offered." Little did the

legislators know.

In April 1952, Cloyd Marvin and Fred Pinkham met with Fred Kelly

and Ernest Holli,; of the Office of Education to discuss the list that

ionuld soon have to he published. Since OE was not inclined to dictate

to the leaders of higUer education. its representatives agreed .to let

NCA prepare the list for Commissioner of Education Earl McGrath.

Alas, when the bill became Public Law 550 in July 1952, Pinkham had to

advise McGrath that NCA was not reAy:

In its annual meeting June 28th the National Commission...
decided not to extend its jurisdiction at this time to include
less - than- college level institutions. Although it intends to
broaden its scope of activity in tht future....it is not in a
position at this time to issue a comprehensive list of Aecog-
nized agencies...in all post highschool education.

In view of the fact that Public Law 550...reluires yoUr
u:.: ice to publish immediately a list of nationally recognized
ac,:rediting agencies and associations. our previous,agreeinent
mut:1 be altered....

It is our understanding that the Toromulgption of this list
is for the sole purpose of fulfilling ihe requirements...of
Public Law 550, that activity in this area by the Office of
Education will not extend beyond this purpose'and function,
and that `recognition afforded in agency by in9lusion on the
list tor Ne above purpose does not con4tituee unqu if.ed
endorsement of the practices of the agency or of t institu-
tions the agency accredIts.53
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Thus did admit what was

their fold. And, it should he noted,

.agencies issued by the Commissioner of

included all.seven of the professional

then an obsequious wolf into

the first list of recognized

Education Vh September 1952

agencies which Nduas trying
0',

to banish, eleven of the twelve whose wings it was trying to clip
A

(the American PsychologicAl Association alone was for some reason

omitted), as well as six.others which NCA had overlooked or deferred

for later consideration, accrediting Bible colleges, theological schools;

and schools of music,; chiropody, optometry, and osteopathy.

If the professional agencies were to yield to the regionals,

there had to be someone to yield to. The commission therefore sought

to strengthen the regionals and their nominal federation, the National

Committee of Regional Accrediting Agencies.(NCRRA). It was encouraged

when the Western Association begt to accredit in 1949 and when the

New England Association voted, early in 1953, to visit institutions .

4

which had formerly been accredited in perpetuity, a step that brought

it into closer, if ragged, alignment with the other regionals. But

It was forced to acknowledge that, despite "very slgnigicant strides...

taken by the Regiunals...progress has been The NC has

54
been relatively ineffective...." By mid-1953, the commission recog-

nized that it could not meet its January 1954 deadline for melding

professional and institutional accrediting. "If the NCRAA wants

to publish a national list" of accredited institutions, the June 1953
ti

minutes record, "the Commi sion'w111 promoke it. The only list in

the final analysis will be Re0onal list but temporarily, the
\

Professionals will have to go on. d so they did.

The subsequent.history of.NCA will be abbreviated, for the

.cloger we get to the present, the more does it become part of the
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activitiesvand issues with which this study Is concerned.

NCA's inability to produce a list for the Commissioner of

ow'

Education was followed shortly by its inability to subdue the medi4al

,profession. In January 1953, representatives of the MA and the.AAMC

_
'"told the commission that they woulakcontinue to accredit medical

schools as they had done for decades. If the institution wished, they:

would provide a copy of their accrediting report'to the regional

associat ion; they would be glad _to help the regionals and, if possible,

participate in their team visits. The account of the meetingeaves

the impression that the doctors were entirely polite but not entirely

obedient. University presidents have long been familiar with such

conduct from their medical deans. The doctors were not the only

. disobedient professionals. NeA was also weakened from within. Insti-

tutional members were never bound to heed, only to hear, its policies,

Now, mank institutions were unsure about severing relations
with the professional agencies; some .notified the-Commission
of their intent to continue these relations; several considered
withdrawing...from the Commission....fAjt one of the most
influential public universities, a faculty committee recommended
to the president that the university oppose the Commission's
recommendation. "The Committee believes that, on the whole,
society and the interests of institutions. are better served
by the present scheme than by the one "proposed by the Commission,"
it stated.55

In time, a gradual change came over the cormission. If pro-

fessional accrediting were inevitable, it might as vell relax and at

least try to regulate it. The effort to dampen the prOliferation of

new agencies continued, though, as Table 2 shows, with dubious long-

term success.

Unquestionably, some good came of NCA'seftots. Amateurs

enthusiastic to start accrediting are given grounds to pause and may

turn their energies in other educational directions--or they may

become professionals and be added to ,the list of recognized agencies.



TABLE' 2

lr

'Multiple Accreditation of folleges and UniverSities, Fall 1972

-Or

Number of
Specialiied

-Accreditations
Junior

Collegesa

0 675

.
.

1 197

2 47

3 19

4 10

5 1

Type or Institution

Four-Year Professional
Collegesb Schoolsc

410 122'

238 272

. 68 98

24 49 ,

5 34

1 13

6-10 -
t

- 11

11-15 - - -

16-20'

21-25

27 - I- , -

Total 9;r9 746 599
.

i

1)
Source: Analysis of 2,617 of the 2,686 institutions reported in the Office of

Education's Higher Education Directory, 1972-73.

Total Numbdr of

Univer-
sitiesd

Institu-
Lions

Specialized
Accreditations

29 1,236 0

56 763 763

30
-

243 486
.

20 112 336

20 69 276

24 39 195

76 87 661

41 41 507

17 17 298

7 7 154

3 3 81

323 2,617 3,i57

a. Highest level offering two but less than four years beyond high school.

b. Colleges offering four or five year baccalaureates.

c. Highest offering first professional degree, master's, or beyond, but less
than doctorate.

d. Highest offering doctorate.
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which NCA finally began.to issue in 1954_ NCA has been caught
%
in a

dilemma between wanting, in the interests of institutional presidents,

to restrict the number of agencies it recognizes and having to

I

ecognize more agencies if it is to repi9sent all of private

accrediting.

At its spring 1973 meeting in Chicago, when it recognized

the National. Home Study Council, its first agency concerned mainly

with proprietary schools, and gave professional agencies representation

on its board, NCA seemed out to,tival the Office of Education in the

scope of its constituency. indeed, it had to do so if it were to speak

for the interests of private agencies with the same authority that

the Commissioner exercised by reviewing and recognizing agencies

which accredit in the proprietary, vocational and secondary sectors

that NCA had not yet chosen to enter.

FRAME

In 1949, "when criticism of accreditation was at its heigtit"56

and the same year that the National Commissior. on Accrediting was founded,

a National Committee of Regional Accrediting Agencies was set up,to,

0
concert41Pthe regionals' activities "and to cooperate wit, scm;lar national

agencies, in the hope that ways may be found to minimize,some of the

evils that have accompanied the. rapidly expanding accrediting move-

'1,57ment. The committee met periodically and issued an anhual list of

regionally accredited institutions, but 'cooperation reaiAecituiistly

on an informal basis of extanging rerkesentatives.to annual meetingl
.

58the sharing of information, and the like. ft-Nprman Burns, staff' .40

director of the North Central commission and committee chairm4an, took

a leading part in transforming lit, 1,1964; into the Federati9n of

Regional Accrediting Commissions g1 Higher Education (FR4CHE)*and served

*
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r, for

'also, on a part7time basis, as the new federation's secretary.

According to Louis Geiger, "...Burns viewed ttl. federation move as a.

step toward the independent.levelopment of national uniformity in

accreditation practice; which was made necessary by the rapid growth

of Federal assistance to schools and Colleges."9
or.

However, the individual commissions gave up-l ittle powe
1

t;)e affirmative vote of five of the six regions was necessary for

. ,, binding action; thus, the hoped-for "development of...

uniformity" proved vain. "The Federation..., such as it is, is intended

to bring about a sort of uniformity of policies end procedures...but so.

far has een effective (and that is an'understatement)," observed

Gustave Arlt, president of the Council of Graduate Schools, in 1966.60

"The Federation deserves commendation for what it has done, but

measured in terms., of existing ptoblems and criticisms it has actually

accomplished very litlrand certainly not enough. Nor can it do so

with its limited authority, is limited functions, and its very United

's

national visibility and reCognition. 'There must be evolved 'a new agendy

with unprecedented authority and a national orientation," 'diaude Puffftr

and his associates concluded in 1970
61

after they were asked by FRACHE q

to recommend measures to promote the rationalization and narionali ation '

\, of the rhionals' divergent .practices. "Underlying all recommend Lions,"

they stated, 1

a
...is the firm belief that the time has comecome when the;
achievements of the Federation must form the basis for a
great stride forward in power, authority, 'influence and '

visibflityk-iperhaps through the creation,of ajnewn6tional
organization/or at least a.comprehensfve and thorough
reorganilation and vitalization of the existing one....the
regional commissions cannot meet the 'existing criticisms "ffs,'

without the national organization, and...it is likely
that institutional accreditation willttmove to the states or 1 /9
the federal government if standards and policies and
procedurg re0ain fragmented and dissimilar among,the six
,regions:
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. The uffet report noted the need to reconcile differences

in regional st ndards and to extend accreditation to new kinds of

0. postsecondary institutions and instruction. Historical ac cidents

had produced divergences in regional' standards so that Junior College

X or Technical Institute Y might be accredited in one region and not

in another. Was that a f and nondiscriminatory way to determine

oe"
an in stitution's eligibility for public funds?

The public importatice of accreditation had led to increased

challenges--in and out,of court--to the fairness, validity, and public

.spitit and accountability of the regionals. So long as accrediting.

agencies were, like4the New England Association or the Association of

American Universities, avowedly clubs of like-minded and mutually

congenial educators, such challenges would not arise. In a free

society, anyone has'the right to form such a private club and, like

the League of Red-Headed Men, it could be as arbitrary as it wished

about Selecting members. But as accrediting agencies hid come,to
for

serve public and governmental functions, and to control access to

public benefits, they must set up fair rules and operate by diem in

a manner defensible to the public and the courts. That meant, Puffer

thought, providing access to regional accreditation in all states by

all kinds of postsecondary institutions; reasonable standards for

accreditation; procedures that were relevant to the standards and

consistently applied; the right to appeal adverse decisiona; a more

open stance about their procedures anddecisions; and, to promote

that pnness and die sense of serving the public interest, the

addition of "public" representattvs to the federatiop's governing

board.
63

A fine set of goals: lout how quickly would they be achieved

e.3

and hoClong woukegional divergences persist beneath the emergent

stational forms?
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In October 1971, the regionals resolved to give FRACHE

" "power to establish principles and policies at the national level to

be followed by the regional commissions iyarrying on their accrediting

64
A further step toward establishing a genuinely

national agency was the opening of a ;MACRE office in Washingtod in

September 1972. The new office,_st tffed by a full-time director,

i7Robert Kirkwood; formerly of the M ddle States commission, was

located next door to the National omission on Accrediting in the

higher education emporium at One 4upont

1

Two Bears in a Cage

" "...only in logic," Freud once remarked,'"are contradictions

unable to exist: in feelings they quite happily Continue alongside

each ogler." Could he have' been thinking of NCA and FRACHE? They have

resembled two bears in a.cage,,uncertain of which was master.' Both°.

supposedly represented the same higher educational institutions; both

supposedly wished to limit the prolieerdtion ofspecialized accrediting

agencies and to coordinate and simplify whatever specialized accrediting

could not be eliminated; both supposedly wished to uphold the academic
ti

and administrative independence of thefr institutional members; and

both wished to rally private accrediting forces against the inroads

of,government.

Nonetheless, both remained rivals--for power, if not for

different purposes-7.11nd cooperated as porcupines are said to make

love, very carefully. The regionals, refusing to bend the knee,

never applied to NCA for recognitibn. Each had a mamber on the
0

other's board (in 1973, FRACHE was invited to name three members of

the reorganized NCA board) but his position was, at times, uncomfortable.

NCA took the lead in several policy initiatives on which-FRACHE dragged

V
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its feet. Thus, in 1969. NCA.urged the regionals to establish

separate comMisaions to accredit vocational schools, a move which

would have do4e much to meet national needs and to reduce the anger

of state officiils at the regionals' disregard of this growing

sectot; but the proposal was rejected bytTRACHEas a disguised form

of specialized accreditation. In 1972, a FRACHE spokesman expressed

regret at the decision. That response was not uncharacteristic: the

rejection of a suggestion that to question the adequacy of

their work to meet the public interest, and then its subsequent

ciinsideration and possible implementation; or the slow acceptance of
.

such a suggestion, and its slow implementation.

4 The regionals are slow, one imagines, not because their staff

are lazy but because the associations are so academic. Dependent on

the voluntary labor of hundreds of busy administrators and

faculty scattered on countless campuses; with, mass annual meetings in

which the entire flock of institutional members assemble (unlike the .

NCA's cozy annual meeting-of forty-odd presidents); with often diffi-

cult and delicate relations among the decidedly ipdependent regional

commIssions for higher and secondary--and, in two regions, vocational--

education, FRACHE can do little quickly. "The glacier.is moving,"

one observer remarked with sardonic commendation in the spring of 1973,

"and it may even be picking up a little speed."

To some, the regionals have seemed parochial and staff-

dominated, and NCA, by contrast, -more alert to political realities

and responsive to the public interest. To others, the regionals are

the truly indispensable accrediting agenspe, which do the, work upon

which all others depend (since most specialized agencies will accredit

only in institutions, already regionally accreditid). From their viewpoint
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it was NCA which' had outlived its usefulness, after it failed to

stamp out specialized accrediting in the 1956s Among numerous

proposals circulating in the 19tOs to tearganize FRACH and NCA,

one called for the abolition of
NC .._d a replaceMeht by a

"
strengthened FRACHE. Both ofkiniiitions faced ser edif-doubts

about their purposes. To the regionals, doubt has stemmed from

the.fact that they have accredited almost all accreditabie institu-

tions of higher education; they must be taken seriously by small

and marginal institutions, but,not by strong ones. To NCA, self-

.

doubt stemmed from the duplication of irs'view function the

Office of Education and 4s failure to contra, or even to locate

the breeding groundsof) the specialized accre: king agencies which

swarm on cimipus.

In 1971, NCA and FRA4HE announcid-their-intrge.

but the announcement proVed prematire Early in 1973, both

organizations increased their dues and budgets and embarked on

negotiations to enlarge their constitutenciea (and income): FRAME

considered adding agencies accrediting insttutions such as Bible

and proprietary schools and NCA added representatives of the,

specialized agencies. A period of conflict between strengthened

forces seemed to impend when, mirabile dictd, a formula Ar merger

was finally agreed upon, partly due to pressure from the secretariat

of higher educational associations who otherwise threatened to ilvise

their institutions to withdraw their membership. In January 19759'.

a new Council on Postsecondary Accreditation will absorb and ezp

the functions of FRACHE and NCA. The 36 members of the clIbmcili

board will include 12 members designated by the regionallc`omiissgfians,

8 by higher education associations, 8 by agencies accrediting

specialized schools and programs (including 3 accrediting proprietary
A:

schools), 2 by the Education Commission of the
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States, 1 by the Commissioner of Education, and 3"---"publift41 members

designated by the board itself. In short, the new =skil will seek

to mix oil and water: to 'reconcile institutional and specialized, non-

/
profit and for-profit, private and public, academic and,vocational

interests; It will both regulate and represent accrediting agencies.

If it succeeds even partly, it will constitute the most important

development in accrediting since the formation of NCA. It should prove -

particularly useful as a private counterweight to the growing power of

'the Office of Education over accrediting agencies.

Tao Missing National Organizations

Two organizations that mighOlexist haveibeen missing from

the national scene.

One we searched for at the outset of this stuff expecting

that it had been misplaced and would turn up: and whenit later did,

everything was in order: an organization to represent the interests

of specialized accrediting agencies. Was that not the National Commission

on Accrediting? Yes and no. NCA often represented their interests--

that was one source of its conflict with FRACHE; but it was the represent-

ation of a regulator, not an elected, responsible delegate. However,

NCA did play a part in establishing the new Council of Specialized

Accrediting Agencies, which was created to designate three members

of the reorganized NCA board. According to the 1973 design, this

was to include 27 other members, three designated by each of seven

constituent educational associations, three, by FRACHE; and three

public members. Not a fair quota? Tie specialized agencies took their

slice of the loaf with surprising grace, for it would give them a
f

chance to lieet wit the presidents, to present their case and learn what

was afoot;-althout indiag their hands.
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In the process, a continuing organization was formed-that.

was not confined to the initial purpose of dealing with NCA, but

could act on any matter in the common interests of its members. If

there are enoug such matters, the organization might grow into a

major ind endent force in the national councils'of accreditation.

NCA might yet regret the dragon's teeth it had sown. If the specialized

agenciesincluding more than a few firm enemies and wary friends--

could not agree upon much that was significant, it would explain why

such an organization had not been established before.

#.
The early meetings seemed marked by a spirit of amity and

accord. At one meeting, however, some agency staff who sougtt

immediately to drive the government wolf from the accrediting fold .

were rebuked biothers who deemed that unrealistic and unwise.,

The second missing organization is one of agencies accrediting

proprietary schools. In.fact, two national organizations would be use-

ful: one.for all proprietary schools, accredited or not; and another,

for all agencies accrediting them.

0

Private school organizations have beep formed in many states in

recent years. They serve promotional, informational, defensive, and,

to some extent, self-regulatory functions. They inform high-school

counselors and the public about member schools, lobby with state

legislatures for such measures as the inclusion of proprietary school

students in state programs of student aid and the contracting of public

vocational programs to proprietary schools, work with education depart-

meats and licensing bodies, and advise their members about government

program opportunities and regulations. H.H. Katz, former president of

the Illinois Association of Trade and Technical Schools, reports that"

there is considerable support for the formation of a national federation



States, 1 by the Commissioner of Education, and 4 "public" members

designatedbx.the board itself. In short, the new council will seek

to mix oil and water: to reconcile institutional and specialized, non-

profit and for-profit, private and public, academic and vocational

interests. It will both regulate and represent aterediting agencies.

If it succeeds even partly, it will constitute the most important

development in accrediting since the formation of NCA. It should prove

particularly useful as a private counterweight to the growing power of

the Office of Education ova. .:crediting. agencies.

Two Missing National Organizations

No organizations that might exist have been missing from

the national scene.
e

One we searched for at the outset of this study, expecting

that it lad been misplaced and would turn *, and when if later did,

everything was in order: an organization to represent the interests

of specialized accrediting agencies. Was that not the National Commission

on Adcrediting? Yes and no. NCA often represented their interests--

that was one source of its conflict with FRACHE; but it was the represent-

ation of a regulator, not an elected, responsible delegate. However,

NCA did play a part in establishing the new Council Of Specialized

Accrediting Agencies, which was created to designate three members

of the reorganized NCA board. According to the 1973 design, this

was to include 27 other members, three designated by each of seven

. constituent educational associations, three, by:FR&CHE; and three

public members. Not a fair quota? The specialized-agencies took their

slice of the loaf with surprising, grace, for it would give them a

chance to meet with the presidents, to present their case and learn what
O

was afoot, without binding their hands.
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C. The Office of Education

Summary

Throughout most of its history, the Office of Educatio 's
involvement with.private accrediting was confined largely to th
issuance of statistical report.: and lists of accredited institutions.
To a greater extent than is commonly appreciated, the definitions
and classifications employed helped to shape the chafting conception
of: the institutions and accrediting agencies recognized as le ;itimate
In a given period. the first formal criteria for determining`;
lists of accrediting agencies would be included in the OE directory,
published In 1948, foreshadowed the criteria issued by the Commissiorier
'of Education in 1952 pursuant to Public Law 82-550. This Veterans
Readjusepont Assistance Act, designed to reduce abuses of veterans'
educatio4a1 benefits, particularly by proprietary schools, reouired,the
the commtSsioner to publish a list of the accrediting agencies which
he regarded as "reliable authority" on the quality of training offered.
Peiceptive proprietary school representatives had a hand in writing
that portlon of the law and, no sooner was it passed, when the
Accrediting Commission for Business Schools applied for recognition.
Other educational and professional interests have likewise lobbied
for the provisions in subsequent statutes which increasingly set
accreditation by agencies recognized * the commissidher.as one
condition of el4gibility for federal programs. Thus he of
recognized agencies acquired an increasing importance determining
the institutions which cpuld qualify for federal funds, Legislation
extending loans to students at vocational schools led 111'1965 to a
marked increase in requests for recognition by agencies accrediting
these schools and, before long, to the formation of policies, procedures,
and staff for the quasi-regulation of accrediting agencies.
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One way or Another, t4 Office [earlier, Bureau] of Education has

been involved in accredting Affairs since its formation in 1867. With

certain exceptions, its involvement consisted of providing services, such

as the publication of listsand stdtistics, considered lowly enough func-
.

tions to be.entrusted to government staff. Nonetheless, these lists have

exerted marked influence in defining and shaping our ideas about what are,

and are not, genuine "higher" educational institutions.

Since 1952, the Commissioner of Education. has been required under

various statutes to*claintain a list of Accrediting agtneies:which he de-

termines to he

'an educational

"reliable authority as to the quality of training offered by

institution," as well as lists of state agencies which he

has recognized for more limited purposes. Since 1968, a quantum jump has
at

occurred in the Office's activities in reviewing accrediting agencies. The

Office has come increasingly to exercise with respect to accrediting

agencies a regulatory function which resembles that of other government

regulatory bodies.

The Directories of Accredited Institutions

The listing of 369 collegiate institution in the 1870 report of

the Commissionef of Education, and the need, An order to,prepare that list,

to define a "coll.ege,".has already been mentioned. These lists were issued

periodically and, by 191Q, included 60? institutions "some of which," it

was observed in 1936,."wre obviously riot colleges as the term is used now."1
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A. modest revision--requiringa "college" to award degrees or to offer

at least two years of college-level work, and to nroll at least twenty'

students--reduced the number to 563 in 1915.

Commissioners often spoke out about the indiscriminate growth of

colleges, which led to a waste of limited resources, and about their failure.

. .

to label their offerings accurately, which confused and'misguided students
1

and the_public:.-KendrIc Babcockp.the Bureau of Education's first higher

education. specialist, wrote in 1912 that "To deny that the term [college]

is fully applicable to any institution calling itself a college is to

offer serions'affrent to individuals connected with the institution . . .

Yet definition . . . is absolutely necessary if an insitution is to deal

.,honestly.with the great public . . ..fend] students . . .
1.2

It is one thing to speak in such general terms; it is another

thing to name names. Babcock attempted to be as good as his word. At

the request of the Association of American Universitites, he prepared a list

designed to identify the'colleges whose students had greater or lesser sub-

sequent success in graduate school.

The actual records of studentsin the various graduate schools
were examined, and colleges were classified on the basis of the
success of their graduates in courses leading to the Master's

degree. Those colleges whose-graduates secured the Master's
degree after a single year of study. were rated as in Class I,
and so onto Class IV, which included those institutions whose
graduates were found to be totally unprepared to do graduate
work.3

Galleys of the report, which classified 344 !institutions: into four groups

with only 17 percent in Group I, were maile4 November 1912 to graduat

and professiodal school deans for comment a'nli correction. Newspapers

broke the story and the offended institut4ns raised such a howl that

publication was suspended at the instruCtOn of President William Taft.,

When Woodrow Wilson took office in 1913, the. AAU officially asked him tc'
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release the report but he refused. As has been noted, the'substance of

the report was later issued by the AAU under Babcock's direction, after

he left the Bureau to become dean at the University of Illinois. The

restraints on Babcock and Wilson, as government officials, and their

greater fretdom as private citizens remain highly instructive. One would

hardly expect Wilson to suppress such a publication in his capacity as a

distinguished private scholar and participant in AAU affairs, while president

of Princeton.

Subsequent activities of the Office of Education in the area of

accreditation consisted for long year's mainly in the reporting of the

accrdditation of institutions of higher education in two recurrent

series: the annual Education Directory (Fart 3)*: Higher Education and

Accredited Higher Institutions, issued at approximately four-year intervals

from 1917 through 1965. Twelve editions of the latter and two or more
N.

supplements were publighed. To compile them,' the staff had to decide

which agencies' lists should and should not be included. In effect, that

judgment constituted an early and informal kind of "recognition" of the

type that, since 1968, has grown more formalized and become the basis of

the Office's de facto regulation of accrediting agencies.

Early vclumes devoted far more space to.the lists of institutions

"accredited" by state universities and state departments of education than
0

by private agencies, though, in time, the number and size of the private

lists grew.' (In the 1956 edition, an editorial deicision not to.repeat, in

the lists of institutions "accredited" by state agencies, those which'

were already listed as accredited by private agencies now formally recognized



of s

by the Commissioner, drastically reduced the size of the state lists.)

Also included were the lists of institutions belonging to certain associa-

tions which made no pretense of accrediting. Thus, the 1917 volume con-

tained the lists of institutions "accredited" by state universities in

sixteen states; of institutions "accredited," approved, or registered by

departments of education --#n- thirty -one states; of institutions accredited
4

by theiAssociation of American Universities and the North Central and South -

I.

'era associations; institutionsPparticipating-in the retireMent program of

the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching; and members of the

Association, of American Colleges. This voltime included iists-only of non-

sectarian agencies, but in 1922, tile lists Of four religiotts bodies were

added:Ahe Catholic Education Association, and the education boards of the

Methodist Episcopal Church, the Presbyterian Church, And the United Brethren

in Christ.

The introductions to early directories commented on the usefulness

of efforts to classify and standardize different kinds of institutions and

called attention to the varying quality of different lists--without, however

.0 identifying those which had been prepared with greater, or, lesser, care.

Thus, in the 1922 volume, Zook Obseried:

A large number of agenciesOrre.now attempting, for urgent'

official reasons, to pass on the standing of higher in-

.. .4 great variety 71.#_standards .

criteira-impokell_by-seine-trf-ttieclitisifying organizations'.

constitute real tests of collegiate resources....The basis

for classification reported by several of the classifying

agencies, on the other hand, is very vague. The person

who has intimate knowledge of many colleges may believe

that a few of the lists have been fiamed partly by guess-

work....There Is a tendency for a local standardizing

agency...to include by colleges in its

district.
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In 1930, the introduction noted that "Accrediting... be an evil, but

it appears to be a necessary one." The 1928 director had added for the

I

first time lists of five professional accrediting agtncies; by 1934, the

number had grown to fourteen and by 1944, twenty -t

This growth posed increased problems of ch ice and the Office,

in consultation with the Committee on Accrediting rocedures of the
-.MI le?

American Council on Education,_ prepared a statement on "Criteria for

Recognition of Accrediting Agencies" which appear d-4n the1948 direc-

tory with the explanation that: "In recent year there,has beem._

extensive criticism of accreditation, particularl with reference

to the increasing number of accrediting agencies Ond the tendency to
....tp

) I ,f;

,.
i

accredit individual departmental fields of study n addition t6,profes-
..7'

sional schools and colleges. New accrediting agencies, however, are still

being organized and are requesting recognition." Accordingly, the

following criteria' would govern the inclusion of additional agOncies in

future issues of the directory:

Criteria for Recognition of Accrediting Agencies by
the Office of Education

(Prepared in consultation with the Committee on Accrediting
Procedures of the American Council on Education)

I. The accrediting agency should have published criteria for
---recognizing Institutions, and a published list of recognized

institutions.

II. Among other criteria f4r recognition of institutions, the
agency should include:
A. A student body beyond twelfth-grade level;
B. A faculty with advaced training sufficient for a

postsecondary-school program;
C. Financial resources sufficient to provide a stable basis

for operation;
D. Institution legally authorized within its own State to

provide a program of higher educatioT



Institution's program shall be in operation for long
enough time to permit a reasonably critical.judgment.01
its program; .

F.. The minimum.length of a program for recognition shall be
at least 2 academic years beyond the high school.

III. Admission to the accredited list should be based on a visit
and a report concerning the institution by competent examiners

IV. The agency should have an adequate and systematic means of
checking up on those institutions it has recognized, to see
that they continue'to maintain programs of satisfactory qualit

(

V. To be recognized an agency should have been in operation for
at least 3 years since the time of its first published list
of institutions. ,.

VI. In principle the Office of EducatiorrgRould recognize only one
accrediting agency in any given professional field.4

Thlis, the mundane need to screen accrediting agencies for inclusion in a

- directory led to the development of Criteria for their recognition several

ydars before. comparable criteria were required of the Commissioner of

Education in 1952 under Public Law 550, The Veterans Readjustment Assist-
:

nce Act'.

The 1952 diretory apparently went to press before enactment of

P.L. 550 in July, for:the introduction noted the formation of the National

Commission,on Accrediting and stated that "Associatipis seeking recogni-

tion are now referred to the National Commission of Accrediting." ' the

AIES file copy, someone crossed out this sentence and wrote in the margin

"Before P.L. 550.". But, as we have seen, NCA was, in fact, asked to prepare

the 1952 list, agreed, and then, finding the task in conflict with its un-

resolved fight to stamp out independent professional accrediting, withdrew.

sy

The agencies formally recognized by the Commissioner in the list

published in the Federal Register of October 4, 1952 (reproduced in an

appendix) to meet the nts of Section 253 of that law were iden-

tical with those already recognized inforMally by inclusion in the 1952



directory, and (except for the amalgamation of three agencies which had

formerly accredited schools of nursing and the addition of the National

Association of Chiropodists), identical with those included in the 1948

directory.

Accredited Higher Institutions, 1964, which appeared in 1965,

proved to be the last of that series. Work underway on the next edition

was cancelled in the spring of 1969 as part of the program reorientation

that followed the establishment of the Accreditation and Institutional

Eligibility Staff in the previous year. The plan was to replace the

quadrennial directory with an annual, computer- produced directory of

accredited postsecondary institutions. However, relations between the

Office and its computers have been strained. When it finally-tipliiiied in

1971, Accredited Post-secondary Institutions and Progyams was hand -produced.

It was confined to the lists of private accrediting agencies recognized

by the commissioner, omitting institutions approved by state,agencies

(other than higher educational institutions registered by the New York

Regents). The directory did not even list the programs approved by seven

state boards of nursing recoghized by the commissioner, although listing

schools accredited by the National Leagub for Nursing. Gone too were the

`quaint and slovenly lists in the early directories-ilembership lists of

-educational associations and schools approved by church boards. Accred-

iting was to be shaped up as a purely private activity.

A Little Lobbying

Explanations differ as to why accreditation by agencies recognized

by the Commissioner of Education became one condition of eligibility in so

much educatiohill legislation since 1952. Legislation is often drafted
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hurriedly and, since "accreditation" sounds good, the provision is, an old

Washington hand suggests, carried over, in boiler plate, from one act to

another, without any special administrative or political rationale. A

former Congressional staff member believes that "Accreditation is a

beautiful escape hatch for the Congress. Everybody is a liftle'suspicious

of [its]...effectiveness, but they don't want to look too closely at it...

because they don't-have a good substitute...." Most legislators do not

really know what accreditation means, a ranking official at the Office of

Education remarked in an Jeterview. If thdlre is considerable truth in such

remarks, it merely puts accreditation in a class with other technical

matters about which Congressmen legislate without special expertise. The

expertise is supplied by their staff, the staff of the executive, and,

lobbyists' and spokesmen for the constituencies affected by prospective

legislation.

Many accrediting agency staff disdain responsibility for the

statutory refereIices to accreditation and there is little reason to

question their honesty, since the link with eligibility has brought costs

as well as benefits (the balance varies with the agency) and they are

supremely ambivalent about it. "Why is the accreditation provision in

legislation?" asked one staff man who, in fact, hadia hand in putting it

there. "Because the [HEW] bureaucrats want it, not because the accrediting

agencies want

Nonetheless, most agencies probably. prefer the ills they know to

those that might arise were accreditation no longer linked to eligibility.

Even the scattered available evidence shows that certain accrediting
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forces'haye lobbied for favorable eligibility language andthat.the re-

sultint statutory provisions often represent the outcome not of boiler

plate, but of deliberate political calculations.

The forces behind the provisions in P.L. 550 are fairly clear:

the wish to do someWhing to check the abuses under the 1944 G.I. Bill

and by bringing the Office of Education into the act, to add to its ad-

ministration an element of'educational competence and contacts with

.established educational circles which that agency enjoyed and the Veterans

'Administration lacked.'"The inclusion of accreditationlaan optional

condition of eligibility also set a pattern followed by subsequent leg-

islation. The optional aspect was of special significance to the proprie

tary school sector, in which the grave-St (or

occurred and in which accreditation was, then

best known) abuses had

too thinly established for a

Compulsory requirement,to be conceivable. Optional, not mandatory, the

piovision aid not permanently resolve the difficult problems of determin-
e

ing how best to grant or deny eligibility to the thousands of proprietary

schools which open and'close, change hands, remodel, and restock their

wares seasonally-like haberdasheries. It set the administrative stage
4

'upon which the battle for and agaiust the acceptance of accreditation by

veterans approving agencies would be fought until the present day. None-

theless, the opportunity to link accreditation, on a state by state basis,
41

with a schooll,s eligibility for veterans' educational benefits was

suffiient to lead, proprietary school interests to lobby for the "re-

cognized. agency provision in P.L. 550. Bernard Ehrlich, counsel for

several agencies accrOiting proprietary schools, helped to write this

provision.



- 98'

f.L. 550, a proprietary school spokesman pointed out, put the

commissioner in the position where "he had to give reasons for not approv-

ing an agency." Not long,after, the Accrediting Commission for Business

Schools, for which Ehrlich was then counsel,, applied for recognition by'

the commissioner and, after its appliCation was twice rejected on what

its representatives felt were "trivial" grounds, became in 1956 the first

agency accrediting proprietary schools to be recognized. The National

Home Study Council, whose members have enrolled many.veterans in corres-

pondence courses, became the second, in 1959.

Higher educational groups are not above lobbying for their

interests; the American Couhcil on Education was, reputedly, responsible

for much of the. accreditation language in the 1963 and 1965 Higher Educa-

tion Acts. However, it may well be that the more entrenched the interest,

the less is it felt to be necessary to campaign vigorously for it. Much

of the lobbying mentioned in the public record and in intervieWs was on,

behalf of interests not firmly established.

Contrariwise, the "three-letter" rule (enabling unaccredited

colleges to become eligible if their credit has been accepted by three

accredited institutions) was reportedly first inserted in the National

Defense EducationAAct Of: 1958...on behalf of orthodox Jewish and Greek

schools, and older, smaller, but serious and honest private colleges

which remained unaccredited partly because of their weak finances, and

remained financialli weak partly because they were unaccredited. The

cause of the orthodox schools was helped by New York legislators; the

cause of the small colleges by, among others, Senator Jennings Randolph

of West,Virginia, the state of Salem College, whose president, K. Duane

Hurley, organized in 1956 the Council for the Advancement of Small
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Colleges. 'The majority of the presidents of these...[colleges] desire a

relaxation of the accreditation requirements; satisfying the conditions for

alisting in Part 3 of the Education Directory would be aggreeab1e to them

...[or] an alternative. plan, involving the development of pre-accreditation

rending...." wrote one observer in 1967.5

The three-letter device had been used to qualify unaccredited in-

.

stitutions for inclusion.in the OE higher education directory; the second

alternative, incorporated in 1963 and 1965 legislation, rendered "develop-

ing institutions" eligible for assistance upon a determination that there

was "satisfactory" or "reasonable" assurance of their subsequent accr,dita-

tion. In the Marjorie Webster case, the regionals' agreement to provide

such assurance was entered as evidence that they were agents of the govern-
.

ment. However,.they did not seek the responsibility; according to a well

'qualifiedsource, they were not even consulted about it. But neither did

they ask the Congress, then or subsequently, to withdraw it. They finally

agreed to assume it only When it was made clear, not as a threat but as a

statement of fact, that, if they did not, OE would, under the law, itself

be obliged to make these determinations.6

To look at the matter crassly, a tie between federal program

eligibility and accreditation may serve a defensive purpose. for accred-

iting agencies that,' like the regionals, have already occupied most of

the educational territory envisaged in their charter; but it can help

younger agencies to occupy sooner mnre territory than they might other./

wise have gained.,On that calculation, it is the agencies which have

the greatest opportunity to expand as a reenit of recognition by the

commissioner which might be expected to strive hardest to obtain it, by

lobbying, and to maintain it thereafter, by obedience.
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little i .simple in either accrediting or,the olitics 1:1:(

evident aiiVantage of getting federal money by -

the commi4Si ner's

ing force0, part is

listlis overlain by he traditional confli5ta

ularly' conflicts over-jurisdiction and

power, conflicts between institutional and specialized agencies, and

between state approving and private accrediting agelcies.' The latter

two sets,of conflicg0 have led to some fierce legisiative'fighis.

.Qie of the fiercest involved the basis of elisibility under, the

Nurse Training Act pf 1964. The\health side of the Departmeht of'041th,
',.

Education, and Welfare is often more favorably disposed to professi al

----7' (in

---

\

-..:.
.. ,

, -1!

accrediting agenciet; than is the education.Sidg.4 and ealh has good-414

understandablireaSons for its position. In the case of ,,,prospectie

legislation to inctease the supply of nurses, some senior !lealth 6475

officials'believed that neither professional nor institutional accredi

'was adequate to serve the public interest. Too few programs then-m'.

standards of the National League for Nursing to train the number of Auries

er

t

which the nation needed; however, professional standards could be seriou 1

eroded if eligibility were open to all nurse training programs at region

ly accredited instit4tions or approved by state boards of nursing. As on

health official saw At, the " "enormous pressure" to open up the latter two

avenues of eligibility threatened to destroy the value of professional

accreditation as ameans of educationdi quality control. In these circum-

stances, he opposed any reference to accreditatiorrin the legislation,

belieVing that the best way to contain political pressures while maintain-

ing professiorial standards was by a peer-review of training grant applies-

tions comparable to that employed in research grant programs.
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However, that proposal lost out in the legislative prdcess and the

y Nurse-Training Act of X1964 limited financial assistance to programs

accredited, or with a Irpasonable assurance of accreditation, by the

sNationa League fur Nursing. To be more precise, the act lii.7iited assist-
..

ance to nurse, training programs accredited by can agency recognized by -the
.

Comiistioneritf Education; and, fter consulting representatives of-the

regional commissions and tatermining that their accreditation dills not
k. . .

-satilOy-the reqlrirements of the law, COMmisilvner 1Te1411 felt to

designate NLN as the agency which satisfied those requirements.7

The decision had grave consequences for junioi colleges.\ by' 1964,

NLN'had accredited 'about 70 percent-ot'numsing programs offering 1a

bachelor's degree and 60 percent of those offering a dipleba, but only 3.

of 119 associate degree programs in. junior col,legesw ,Univeralties. had

failed to-stop the inroads of professional accrediting and the resistance

of fot;r-year colleges was weakening, but iunior college presidents came

1,1
fresh to the war'which had raged for'fifty.years. In rnrida, to stop

NLN accrediting which had been sought by many nursing students and
. /

/In

faculty for some years junior colleges were barred fr paying does'to

a professional accrediting agency. Meeting in. Tallahassee on December

11,.1964, the state JuniorCollege Presidents' Council reaffirmed an

earlier resolution to oppose all professional accreditation or pre-

accreditation and to rely on "segie and re
I

tonal accreditation as

1 )

reasonable.asSurance of minimum quality inall
.

progtOs-of a junior

.cortige." The resolution was endorsed onfDecemb r 15 by the State

Junior College Board.



-61.\,fall Accreaitation then cost $1,000 per college, but preaccre

.kitalt.a, wilt,.:h would mil:: t;,e requirements of the Nurse,Training Act,

was offered .it the bargain rate c S100- Nationally,' m4nv junior colleges

took advantage of the pre,acoreditation provision but onby six had

receiyed full 'NUN accreditation by. November 19669 The American

A;:sociation of Junior Colleges mounted a drive', led by Florida Represent-

ative Paul. Rogers, to extend eligibility to regionally accredited

insfitutions. A report obsered :at

....the AAJC has conducted a vigorouse..campaign td overthrow the
. Commissioner's original design. In this effort, the Association
has demonstrated one of the most effective .and respected lobbying
mechanisms in Washington. This', las been a reflection partly of
the political sophi*ticatton,ofu the' staff of the AMC and partly
of the identity of interests between Congress and the junior
colleges .... members of Ctingress are concerned that only a
small number of institutions would be eligible to receive federal
funds...if the NLN's* determinations continue to be 'recognized
exclusively.5

The outcome was the amended act of August 1968, .which rendered eXigible

nurse training programs at regionally accredited institutions or those

approved by state boards of nursing recognized for this purpce by the

commissioner. The new terms, it was estimated, wouLi "makefit possible

for some 500 previously exi7luded nursing pr' groms to partkpate in the

benefits of the Act. "10

In the foregoing episode, the Florida junior college presidents

endorsed eligibility by either regional accreditation or state board

approval, and both alternatives.were eventually incorporated into the

law. However, whatever may have beyn said In privestc, the American ;

Association of Junior Colleges publicly endorsed only the regional

accreditation provision. As a conbtituent member of the National

Commission on Accrediting, it presumably agreed with, or would not
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publicly diSagree with, NCA's repeated declarations 'against the national

recognition of state boards to set standards for programs of professional

education. The commissioner of Education had received authority, in 1.065-

amendments to thv 1964 act, to accredit worthy. unaccredited nursing

In reporting out the amendments, Senator Lister Hill had stated:

"It 1. 'Irlot the intention'of the committee to encourage Federal aceredita-
\

tion of nursing fehools on a massive scale. But it' s that

some excellent programs of nursing may not now participate under the

Nurse Training Act bilri'ause they are riot accredited."11

A patron saint of the NItional Institutes of Health, Hill probably

reflected the,views of

N1H, we were:informed, a selective number of unaccredited schools would have

its leadership; had the measure been administered by

been declafed elig4ble, with the help of an adVlsory committ But OE

officials shrankfrpA auch.sternAudgments; Ous, they gra ed eligibility
\i first to too let.%*s4/eols and then to too mny. Junior co legei have been

such, iitecomers toitt. accepted world of/highereducatio

IlayktIg 4.,.t them apart f4., 1"erdl

the' have net been warmly welcomed by all of the regionals. Hence it is not

surprisiae, to tied them, at times, advcating state approval as an alternative

to accreditation for federal program

their vocational

college'ii., --------

the Educ:tti1/44, Amendments of 11972, the 110t between state and

privAte iJMO tO j head in Ainnesota, a state in the jurisdiction

ot the North Central Association in the fail of 1972, had accred-

ited a emoller pruport:ou of junior Colleges than any other region.

tinder the terms Our OE's interi.tetationo of previous legislation,

stodent14 Fould have halt their NDLA loam; forgiven i: t:lev riubsequentav



taught in accredited junior colleges. Though state officials were proud

of the standards of these collegets many remained, unaccredited and to

obtain accreditation would cost the state thousands of dollars. Pride

and parsimony stirred such a sense of outrage that the officials became

t
the leaders of a movement which enlisted the supPort of Mi esota Senator

Walter Mondale. The culmination wath fire "Mondale Amendment" of the 1972

1pw, under which public postsecondafY vocational institutions approved

by recognised state agencies became eligible for federal student aid.

Whereas in 1966, the regional associations gained more ground from the

National League for Nursing than they have yet lost to state nursing

boards (only seven state boards had been recognized by the commissioner

as of 1973), under the 1972 law, the regionals gained nothing to compen-

sate them for what may become extensive eligibility losses to state

boards. At one 197.2 meeting, accrediting agency staff were much disturbed

at this development. By 1973, even strong critics of the parochialism of

accrediting agencies expressed dismay at the damage the broadening of

eligibility could do to the entire structure of regional and national

..14wPditation.

Howeveitters could have been worse. As originally drafted,

*.',e Mondale Amendment conferred upon recognized state agencies the power

to determine the eligibility of private as well as public institutions.

According to a zrgeant in the front line of battle, the accrediting

a;,!tncies "went wild" over that prospect; "the lobbying against it was

tcrti!i." RithArd FiiJ Itatl, gencrAl rotinsel of the United Business Schools

ciedited with having the word "private" deleted and thus--

triding future ILsiSlative battles--confining to public voca:.onal insti-
1

ititions the state:4' beachhead in eligibility determirfations.



OE Staff and Advisory Committees

As accreditation became a more common means of federal eligibility

and the commissioner's recognition of an agency led not merely to the

Listing of its $choolS in a directory but to their eligibility, or

potential eligibility; for funds, the process by which recognition was

granted grew moW-forMalited and took more time of more people.

After passage of P.L. S50 in 1952 and the. publication of more detailed

criteria in the Fed4ral Register, an internal committee was established to re-

view applications acid directory problems; some years later, several private

members were added In principle, the commissioner's recognition was re-

stricted to the scope of an agency's accrediting at the time of recognition

and an agency which subsequenily expanded its scope was supposed to request

recognition for the new activity. Little was done to enforce the require-
4 r

merit (it is probably still enforced-in the breach as much as the observance,

due to the lack of timely information or the request for expanded recognition)

or to review recognized agencies periodically.

Thus, whekn the AmeriCan Association of Nurse Anesthetists applied

for recognition so that Korean-veterans could qualify for benefits at

their schools, OE staff visited their office and studied their proce-

dures. After being recognized by Commissioner Brownell in 1955, they had

littl#.further contact with OE until 1972, when they were reviewed for

the first time under the new era of the Accreditation acid Institutional

Eligibility Staff. That seems to have been characteristic for most

agencies recognized during the old era, from 1952 to 1968. Those on the

original 1952 list had been examined, if at all, only to see if they

merited inclusion in the quadrennial directory. Those added subsequently
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were examined against the new criteria issued in October 1952. Recognition_

might- thereupon follow quickly, as with AANA, or after much delay--four

years, for the accrediting commissions for proprietary business and .home

study. schools, which applied in 1952 and 1955 respectively. OE staff had

to satisfy themselves that the criteria had been met and (we imagine but

cannot prove) that'the newcomers were not pOsitively disgraceful. and could

decently be seated in the company of established agencies accrediting

higher educational institutions and programs.

The 1958 National Defense Education Act gave the commissioner power

to make an unaccredited higher educational institution eligible for student

loans by the direct determination of an advisory committee that in institu-

tion met prescribed quality standards. "Up to this time, "wrote Allan

Cartter in 1966, "the Commissioner has not used the advisory committee

privilege, and it is evidently the .hope of the Office of\Education'that he

will not have to do so."12 It has remained the policy of. successive corn-

4missionel.s to avoid direct eligibility determinations requiring a judgment

of the quality of individual institutions.

A

The policy reflects an instinctive technical and politicip

wisdom. Technically, the judgment of institutional quality at the margin

is fallible and,subjective; politically,,it is iisky, since each institu-

'tion (which can investigate its case far more intensively than distant

government staff) can readily find grounds to question'an adverse judgment,

4 to show that another institution no better than it has been found eligible,
_

to detect substantive' and procedural staff errors, and to bring all this

information to the attention of stpte congressmen. Hence, OE staff have

routinely made eligibility judgments only for foreign institutions, which

they may know less abwit but which are unlikely to protest an adverse

decision and mercifully do not have congressmen.
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Much as OE has wanted to rely solely on accrediting agencies, that

has not been possible for two reasons: accrediting has not been available

to many insititutions, especially postsecondary vocational schools; and

the operations of many agencies have been visibly flawed and vulnerable to

legai-attack in which OE can readily be embroiled. Since 1966, increased

use has been made of the advisory committee mechanism to cope- With. both of

these defects of the priVete accrediting system: to throw a temporary
.

bridge across, the vocational school gap until the plodding accrediting

\

agencies co ld erect a more permanent structure; and to seek to cover the

'.more nakedly\embarrassing features of agency operations with enough cloth

of competence', equity, and public interest to be presentable in public or

a court of law.

In tile mtd-19b0s, the coiifortable obscurity in which the recogni-
L

\

ition and eligibility proccess ha0 languished was broken'by a succesdcon
. ,

iof events which orced the office \from the tidy pastures of higher educe-
,

tion into the. marshes of vocational education. We have already mentioned

the battle of 'pejlurse Training A4t which raged fromJ964 through 1968.

1 . The commissioner
,

\ ,

senior departmenial officials, and the congress were

repeatedly embr4led in the battle-between specialized and institutional
..

/

accrediting agenCies.

ItWas the Higher Education Act and especially the hational

Vocational Student\Loan Insurance Act of '965 which launched )E into its

current quasi-regulatory posture vis-a-vis recognized accrediting agencies.

The acts presented OE. with a whole range of new programs and new types of

institutions eligible for support, Including community colleges and technical

institutes below the bachelor degree level, and postsecondary proprietary

-
schools, which, if accredited. became eligible for insured student loans.
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Unt4,1 then, the Accrediting Commission for Business Schools had accredited

\
\

some 225 schools; afterward, an informant recalled, "the institutions began

to line up to get accrpdited."

During House hearings, warnings were issued about the inadequacy

of accreditation NO cope with vocational education, which was poorly

served by regional and national agencies and--the secret is still well kept

- -often so unstable as to render accreditation meaningless.

The Aierican Personnel and'Guidance'AssociAtion and the American'
Vocational As§ociation called for a study of the problems of
accrediting Vocational and technical schools and the American
School Counselor Association encouraged strengthening the

Commissioner's authority;"in determining nationally recognized

accrediting agencies in business, technical and trade institutions"

pointing out that counselors have had "considerable difficulty

knowing in many cases, the adequacy of the training advertised.13

The warnings were warranted. OeOfficiala found themselves confronted by

all the problems that had beset the Veterans Administration for two decades.

In December

for insured

1972, over 8,000 domestic and foreign institutions were eligible

loans--more than for veterans benefitsand the number was
A

growing. No system which must deterYaine the eligibility of that many insti-

tutions can be without problems.

In August 196b, an ad hoc advisory committee was convened to

help the office with some of these problems. Frank Dickey, executive

dirctor of the National Commission on Accrediting, was chairman; the

four other members were Lowell Bui-kett, executive secretary of the

American Vocational Association; Samuel Martin, provost of the University

of Florida health center; Orin Cornett, vice president of Gailaudet;

and Sebastian Martorana, dean of the State University of New York for

two-year colleges; the last two were former OE officials.



- 109 -

An Advisory Committee for the Evaluation of Training in

Vocational Schools, authorized by the Vocational Education Act of

1963 to assist the commissioner in rendering unaccredited vocational

schools eligible, was also strangely, convened for the first time in

February 1967. Did the two separate committees represent two. separate

forces outside and within the office, the higher educational favoring a

more exclusive reliance on accreditation and the vocational, an alter--

native reliance on state approval? Both committees were chaired by

Dickey but the vocational school coMMittee'included at least two state

officials with long experience in approving courses for veterans - -John

Lesli(of*New York and Herbert Summers of.California. The vocational .

committee met several times and went into hibernation in 1968 (it was

not formally abolished until 1972), when the new Advisory Committee on

Accreditation and Institutional Eligibility, also chaired 4Dickey, was

established.

In opening the February 1967 meeting, Associate Commissioner Peter

Muirhead challenged the committee "to 'develop innovative ways' of estab-.'

lishing eligibility, devoid of conflict with accreditation, until such

times as the vocational institutions can establish recognized accrudit4-

tion agencies sufficiently comprehensive in scope so as to provide access

to accreditation rotes to program eligibility for institutions of all

types. "14

The committee as troubled over the Higher Education Act's

insistence on institutional eligibility, a concept deriviqg from thi

i

stable world of igegionql;accreditation, which Summers and Leslie

observed, was simply inapilicabliOto vocation41 courses. After the .

;

meeting, Dickey put the problem to 6 loifer-Haroid Howe in a /fitter:
4

----

.

i ----.......

....----- -,

.1
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The Committee...have encountered real difficulty in deter-
mining "institutional eligibility" of a vocational school when

"course, pproval" traditionally has been the procedure utilized.

in evaluating vocational education. "Institutional elicgibilitY:"

as required by the Act, is the conventional designationof higher
education....The various accrediting agencies which function in

the area of vocational education are certainly program oriented.

Similarly, the various State approval agencies approve courses

rather than institutions.
_s.

....yocational-riedacation, dominated by proprietary institutions,

is responsive to the needs and desires of the community they serve.

They add and delete courses and programs at a rate completely
foreign 'to the academic community....In short, the nature of
thes# institutions seems to. dictate a vital need for new modes
of ad6inistrative thinking....The Committee earnestly solicits

your critical appraisal and comments.

Howevet, that get the'committee nowhere, for. Howe replied that he was

looking'to them "to provide the best solutions to the multitudinous

problleMs7inherent Act. "15

In the fall of 1968, this issue was formally resolved when, upon

the recommendation of the new APES advisory committee, the crommissioner

adopted the following:

Policy of the Office of Education concerning the conflict

between the concept of "Institutional Eligibility" and the proce-

dure of "Course approval" or accreditation in vocational education.

Institution'al accreditation shall be sufficient to establish

eligibility at this time, but this subject should be considered

again at a later date, as developments warrant.16

That was a clear transference of the idea (or myth) of institutional

integrity from an area in which it was accepted to one in which itwas

not.

The vocational advisory committee did what it was asked to do,

which was to provide a breathing spell during which accrediting agencies

might embrace vocational education. Based upon a staff survey of the
0

regulation of private vocational schools in the fifty states,



0

The approval criteria employed by [19j-State agencies, as they
assessed private vo ationallschools, were deemed.sufficiently
acceptable by th C mattee so that schools subjected to such
procedures should be given heavy weight in the consideration
of their eligibility under the insured loan program for vocational

students....lt is anticipated that this decision will nearly
double the "universe" of eligible schools for the purposes
of the vpca:tional loan program, from 3,500.to about 7,000
institutionstor) about half of the estfated 15,000
vocational schools in the United States. ''

This action did not constitute formal or continuing approval of any state

agency, but merely co-opted the work of some state agencies to extend

eligibility to their schools for a limited period. Committee members

and OE staff were concerned not to'give the states approval so firm that

it might handicap the spread of private accrediting which they wished to

encourage:

The effect upon existing accreditation agencies, both
regional and professional, were discussed.... ....
emphasized the need for .encouraging the growth and
development of sound accrediting groups:...
lin expressing fear that the acceptance of 'state) agency approval
iouldlOiscourage the efforts of new, and even yet un-
developed, accrediting groups," making specific reference
to the National Association of Trade and Technical
Schools.18

In December 1967, the committee similarly co-opted the work of

the boards of cosmetology and barber schools in 22 states and the District

of Columbia. Their approval was to be given "heavy weight" in determining

a school's eligibility; in addition, "eligibility criteria for individual

schools would include a satisfactory financial statement and a satisfactory

refund policy." Special standards were prescribed for flight training

schools, including approval by both the Federal Aviation Agency and the

veterans. approving agencies.

I
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9 1
The committee recognized tile injustiee of offering no avenue of

1001
da,

eligibility to such nondegree schools as art, music, drama, and those

training medical assistants which had no access to accreditation and lik

were located to states whose approval procedures were not acceptable.

However, the committee reaffirmed that it did not want to review individual

schools and "directed" the staff to suggest way by which it could

approve groups of schools in excluded states.19 That was directing the

staff to solve an insoluble probldm.

We have given this detailed account of the alternatives considered

by the committee because the same alternatives are available today.

OE has sought to encourage and discipline accrediting agencies so that they

could be relied upon for the government's eligibility purpose's. Plainly,

the effort has not succeeded enough to dampen criticism. No.single or

several means of screeniA and monitoring the quality and prbbity of over
k

ten thousand postsecondiry "schools" ,(many are not sufficientily durable to
.=% .,k

1
y 0'

merit that label) can be consistent, equitable, reliable,;p414tic, timely,

and economic, all at once. The only real choice is a cholice among evils;

what is worse, the full extent of the evils cannot be known.untiI they are

4

tried.

Ff.,rmation of AIES

I

After passage of the 1965 vocational student loam It, an.01v
v

: . .1 -
'7, .-.

official recalled, staff began receiving calls from lawyers 4hd CIR5igtet4-

men about accrediting agencies which had applied for tecognition"'and whet.

are you going to do something about it?" Little had'been done to ormalize..

4

,
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the procedures for recognition. An Accrediting Review Committee)kms

formed with five government and five private members which met for the

first time in November 1966, examined a number of applications, and

recognized one, the National Association of Schools of Art.

A great flurry of activity and pressure ensued on behalf of

agencies whose applications had been deferred or denied. At itis aecbnd

meeting in July 1967, the committee received reprbsentatives from the

National ASsociationjor Practical Nurse Education and Service and the

National AlSociation of Trade and Technical, Schools which were both

recognized for a two-year period, and from,the Accrediting Commission.

for Business Schools, wh ch contested the recognition of NATTS for data

processing programs. ACES was granted Jurisdiction over these programg

in business schools and NATTS, in trade and technical schools,

The committee was much-conceined about the adequacy of the

commissioner's criteria, prepaied in 1952 primarily wits higher edutational

agencies in mind, for proprietary and vocational school agencies. It was

also troubled about the dangers of recognizing agencies on the 1952 list

in seeming perpetuity, without review. "[Commissioner] Howe felt like a

man on stilts stuck in the mud," an OE staff member remarked-.:."and some-

times," Howe added in a letter, "I felt as ifithe stilts weren't long

enough.". A task force chaired by William Geacheider was sit up by Home

to examine these problema.

Its recommendationsogere conveyed to the commissioner in a

December 21, 1967 memorandum, rom associate commissieners Ralph Flynt and

Peter Muirhead: The commiastoner's recognition of accrediting agencies,

they noted, was still based on criteria enunciated'in 1952 and on ad hoc

procedures "developed principally within the context of highef education";'
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em,...larger anion bracing not only professional but regional k!i......o.cationsire--

-.accrediting which NCA had not adequately encompassed. But what'started as

a c')operative ,ienture to improve accreditation so that it could better
,

'verve the pUblic interest.sooniteCome more ticklish. cooperation became

e

: 3

tinged with rivalry, candor with` reserve, confidence with uncertait4,.andi

rfriendshif with a measure of fearfulness and-hosti lity. For all orct.hese \

feelings, there were good grounds.

-AIES has not operated in a political vacuum. Its staff have

contended with opponents-and eritles within the department as well as

outside, and they have npt always got their way. The internal bureaucracy:

bag delayed and moderated action; the counsel's office, which interprets

ttlie,litatutes under which AIES. operates. and mugt'defend the'secretary and

commissioner in court, if that is where they land, must sign off on new

regulation. Some OE officials have kelt that AIES interferes too muth

with the fried F of accreiiting agencies. Others have viewed AIES as a

seokesmap for the accrediting establishment, an establishment unloved by

many and one which staff in the office of the HEW Secretary have been
, .

trying-to shake up,

r.

7

The conflict between AIES and the secretary's office became mani-

fest in 1920 when drastic changes were made in the composition of the

ALLS-aNiVisory committee. ?fore precisely,' the committee advised the

,

commissioner, and AIES provided thd committee and the commissioner with

4taffervices. Members of the original committee were appointed before

the 1968 election for two year ,terms which expired in Jane 1970. Their

names were all submitted for reappointment--and all but three were stricken

by.the poliiTeally sophlsticated citizens in the secretary's office.

OCron,mittee members have been chosen by mysterious, means. Perhaps the final
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decision was made by a ouija board. Some political vetting has occurred.

One candidate. annoyed .7it learning that his name was sent for clearance vit

to the Republican corpittee in his home county, declined appointment.) It

took a:year get agreement the composition:of the new committee, which

met for the first time in June 1971. The new committee had more of a "public

interest" and less of an establishment outlpok. The number of members was

*

raised to iwelveCstudent, female, and blaclii reptesentatives were included,
I.

but no one (like Dickey or Burns) directly conneqed with private4accrediting:

However, supporters of private accreditinti- were r4presented, so that the

committee found itself mortally divided. One faction identified the freedom

of accrediting agencies leth acadqmic freedom and believed thatthe govern-
;

meat should interfere with neither; the other identified accrediting with

the irresponsible self-interest of conservative educational forces and

believeid that the government should either force accrediting agencies to

1sere t e broader public interest or should stop relying on them for-public

purpose . As time went on, both factions held to, but moderated, their

views.

The views of the critics in the HEW Secretary's office were made

known the fall of 197.1 when the draft report on/accrediting of the Newman

;task force,,a privately funded group initiated by Secretary Finch and

haired by Frank Newman of Stanford, spread throughout the accrediting com-
e

munity as, fast as it could be reprodu%.c,... The report attacked regional

and professional accrediting agencies as self-serving groups which were a

bar to educational progress; it was, however, silent about the ag4ncies

accr diting proprietary schools. The government should, it said, no longer

util ze accreditation to determine the eligibility of postsecondaty institu-

tions but should rely instead on institutional statements of discjosure

akin to those reqe.1..ed ofcorporations by the Securities and Exchange Com-

I mission.
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D. The Era of. _qua i-Kegulation

Summary

Commission Harold Howe's establishment in 1968 of the

Accreditation and Institutional Eligibility Staff (AIES) and an

AIES Advisory Committee marked a ruantum jump in OE's review 4nd

regulation of recognized accreditingagencies. As Frank Dickdy,

director of the National Commission on Accrediting, chaired th'e

new committee. and John Proffitt, who had been his deputy at NCA,

became director of AIES, relations between,-OE and the accrediting

\establishment began in a spirit of cooperation. However, in 1070,

Dickey's term expired an he was not reappointed. After a hitatus

reflecting disagreements'between staff and senior departmental

officials, a new committee was appointed Whose members were more

critical of -the capacity of accredting agencies to serve the

public interest; in ,the fall of 1971!,'the Newman task .orcejn

the office of the HEW-Secretary soundeorthe sate note: -Bridling

at this criticism and the unaccustomed scrutiny of AIES, the

regional commissions, other (but bit no means all) accrediting

agencies, and :NCA sounded the.alarth of "government cofttrOl."

Without doubt, OE has increased its power over accrediting

agencies. By recognizing agencies,accrediting proprietary and

vocational education, it won a coiStituency NCA had spurned. It

has represented a conception of accrediting more democratic and

less selective than that of NCA.

The danger of government ;control is inherent in-the

commissioner's power to recognize, and to set conditions on the

recognition of, accrediting agencies. Since no agency can

possibly comply fully and constantly with the many detailed

criteria for recognition, the goVernment may investigate charges

of noncompliance whenever it proves politically necessary or

convenient, and the investigation can be as perfunctory'or detailed

as it wishes. Nonetheless, AIES has acted more as an ally than

a, policeman of the agencies. It has helped to strengthen their

operations, which,veakly staffed and financed, have often been

minor functions of the associations and institutions that sponsor

them. Lt has said much about', onsumer protection and relied too

much on accrediting agencies to provide it, when'there is little

evidence that the are willing or able to do so. It has shown

little capacity for independent action on behalf of students.

OE has promoted the fashionable doctrine of "free consumer choice"

while doing little to render that .choice informed and effective.

Among the educational and accrediting policies which AIES has

fostered-are: .educational "innovation," nondiscrimination, the

accreditation of proprietary schools, the recognition of only

one accrediting agency in a geographic or educational area, the

observance of due process, and the encouragement of "ethical

practices," and the inclusion of "public" representatives on
accrediting bodies. _These policies sound admirable, but upon
closer examination, a number appear to be vacuous and, indeed,
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- a means whereby OE has avoided more precise and meaningful requirl-

ments for institutional eligibility or agency recognition. .

A conflict is evident between the active promotion of

accrediting agencies by AIES and its supposedly impartial assessment

of their compliance' with its criteria for recognitiOn; between

its effort to get agencies., to comply with these criteria and the

formal doctrine that recognition signifies compliance.'

A double standard is also evident in the AIES evaluation

of applications for iditial and renewed recognition. The

commissioner has yet to withdraw recognitiog from any recognized

agency, though some agencies appear unworthy of continued

recognition and woOld, we believe, be denied recognition if

Applying for the first time. By tying OE eligibility policy so

closely to accreditation, the commissioner has tied his own hands.

He cannot wirhdraw recognition for an extended period, particularly

from an agency accrediting proprietary schools, because he has

no alternative means to establish the eligibility of their schools.

is

As noted, the entrance of the Office of Education,,k_t_

mid-1968, into the de facto regulation of accrediting agencies

was an administrative decision made by Commissioner 'Howe and

his senior staff, with the.concurrence of the Secretary of Health,

Education, and Welfare. The action was a response to mounting

administrative and policy problems, not to any direct' legislative

injunction. After a careful examination of the statutes,

Matthew Finkin concludes that the commissioner has, in fact,

thereby exceeded his maniate and urges congressional hearings

and new legislation to clarify the situation.
1

His view, or

half of it, is shared by many accrediting agency staff who feel

that OE should simply recognize them, as it did before 1968,

and then leave them alone.

Finkin may be right about the question at law, though we

do not think so. He hinges too much on what is needed to determine

the "quality" of training and not enough on what makes an agency

"reliable"; both determinations have social as well as technical

1.
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aspects. Indeed, if accreditation had to be a technically

reliable, and not merely a socially acceptable, determination of

quality, there would be far tewer agencies on the O or NCA lists.

for example, Finkin cites 'the requirement that an accrediting

Jgencv "enforce ethical standards" as one which.is irrelevant to a

determination of educational quality, as perhaps it is; but it is not

irrelevant to the public acceptance of an agency as being a "reliable"

authority since one can hardly be reliable without being honest. Finkin

also states that the law "assumes the existence of such nationally

--recogni2ed faccrediting) bodies, that are recognized initially not by the

Commissioner but by the related academic or educational community. Thus

the criteria established by the Commissioner require acceptance of these

bodies._"- But how is "the existence of nationally recognized bodies" to

be determined? Do the New York Regents, nationally recognized to operate

in a state, constitute sucu a body? Is recognition to be determined by

a poll of the innocent or the Informed (and, if the latter, which informed

people)? On any test, there is a tipping point: tome bodies are not

v-ecognized very widely, or not recognized as very reliable. The main

privat agency which has attempted formally to recognize some bodies and to

reject others, the National Commis3ion on Accrediting,. has recognized only

those which sought. tts recognitio4; and some widely recognized accrediting

at,nries, such as the regional associations, have not sought it. Agencies

which accredit vocationAl and prtpritary educatiOn have not been eligible

to Heel( it. "Recognition," In sWt, is not a natural conditionslike,
,

altitude, about which all observers can agree; it is a social condition,

'ab,:put whith difterot otiervcr&, de,agree. It is therefore a matter

ler empirical, operational, or administrative determination; aid, of

k:OatSc, different determinations will be made depending upon tfite procedures
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employed.

There can be no doubt that,A quantum change has occurred in OE's

Teems
regulatory activity since 196#1. Its, now ftems a natural and necessary

, , it.

af
conseq4ence of the increased eight that;was being placed on the recognition

V

111117

_

mg function. The effectiveness
oiE.reg ation is a separate question.

Igi

.

a More, not fewer, questions would\ari/s sometimes in court- -if OE had

iif

continued to recognize (or rejeca, a. encies in the old way, behind cloked

,,

_.._...

doors, by procedures not clearly enunciated or subject to appea'. By -.-------.

all means let the Congress inquire.into present arrangements, is it wishes:\

the outcome may be less, not more, freedom for accrediting agenies--or

less, not more, reliance on accreditation.,

In a further communication, Finkin r iterates'his poitition

that the Office of Education ,has exceeded its gal authority. In

his view, the legislative hiStory "assumed ;here were proper private

agencies whompe
functions-were\sutfitle041yr01iable that it weal

- -- .... : , -t... , ,,z5...,?,,i, t-,
i

7 s ---.7-,.. ,e, ' 6
in /the publAt ingrest to

relyjo4H066.;,;.r-:TiftiO!4k as the nest criteria
... . ,..,

-- l.

,

tor recognition issued in 1974 seek to tem4e these agencies tO conform

to the Offices image of organizations servinkthe public inte*est,

they violate the assumption upon which its legislative authority rests.

"...an administrative agency
faced with this dilemma should return the

matter to Congress. The course the Office of Education has chosen

seems to me,to be in a rather fundamental sense essentially lawless."
3

Let us examine what has happened since 1968 and what the

accreditingagencies think about it.

The New Era

NAv The new regulatory era began wit significant policy

41

4pariures. The key change was tide t from recognizing agencies

1 /0/

0
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for an unspecified period (and, delfacto, permanently) to a. designated

term, requiring them to reapply, And be reexamined, for renewed

/

recognition. The October 1952 criteria had contained no reference

\to such reexamination. The nee for it wave of the questions posed

in the December 1967 memorand4 of Ralph Flynt and Peter Muirhead:

"Should there be any review o the continuous performance of accrediting

agencies and associations? Can it be assumed that oncesuch an agency

or association is approved there is no need of a 'backslide' provision?"
4

At its first meeting in September 1968, the AIES Advisory Committee_

*V-- '

concluded that the commissioner "has a responsibility for the continuing

review of those accrediting1!organizations which have been granted

recognition"; that the period f initial recognition be limited to four
\

. \

years; that all agencies a read recognized be reexamined Within the

1
.

next four years; and that be prcise scope of recognition be defined.
. ,

The grounds for reexamini4g agenles already recognized:wouk be the need\. ,
to determine if they satisfied 04 new criteria shortly to be issued (in

,...._,

January 1969).

Accrediting agencies were also, in the course of time, to be

identified more precisely by AIES. The move was designed for greater

administratfve precision and control, since agencies recognized in one

area expanded into others, helped by eir recognition. (However, OE

could not stop such expanslon and the Jurisdictional conflicts it created.)5

The clearer definition of scope also served to encourage the autonomy

accrediting commissions and their staffs within the associations which Arad

spawned them. For example,, the January 1969 list of recognized agencies

named the Middle States Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools,

the American Dental Association, and the National 'Home Study Council,

whereas the March 1972° list designated them as the fiddle States Associa-

tion.of Colleges and Secondary Schbols, Commission ert!-Hfeher Education;
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the American Dental Association, Council on dental Education; and the

National Home Study Council, Accrediting C.ommission.

Other policies recommended by the advisory committee at

its seminal first meeting included a preference for institutional

accreditation by private agen.cies over approval by state bodies

"wherever possible, and legally\permissible...as the quality index

determinant for eligibility for ftTding"; and a preference for

recognizing only one agencyln a given field. "For the time being,"

OE should follow the VA practice of accepting the refund policy of

accredited schools and a pro-rata refund\policy for unaccredited

schools gaining loan eligibility in other\ways such as the, blanket

co-option of vocational schools in selected states. Unless mandated,

OE ,not utilize its authority to make individual schools eligible,

"which might be viewed...as equivalent to accreditation. It is possible,

however, that the Commissioner may find it necessary, at some future

time, to develop an institutional funding-approval procedure for areas

where appropriate accrediting bodies are not available...."

OE would favor institutional rather than program approval or

accreditation "as the principal educational quality index" in /future

statutory eligibility language. Finally, ALES ould "proOide guidance

and leadership concerning...approval activities"-Eo oevife sections of OE,

of HEW, and "gradually... to other Federal agencies':':.-:'"6 Altogether

robust goal for a fledgling unit.

The NCA influence upon AILS policy (and/or the similar outlook of

NCA and senivr OE officials) was evident in the preference foraprivate

over state approval; or institutional rather than program accreditation;

and the favoring of one agency in a field. It was also

evident in the January 14*69 criteria, many of which were modeled on, or
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copied verbatim from, criteria adopted by NCA in 1967. (However,

the NCA criteria, first adopted in 1957. were "originally based on

those evolved by the Office of Education" in 1952, and revised

by NCA in 1962, 1964, and 1966.7 The two sdts of criteria, like the

two organizations, have mutually influenced each other.) That was

A true of a long string of detailed specifications about how an agency

should go about its business of accrediting. For example, a self

study should precede accreditation; the visiting team should consult

with faculty and staff ("and students" was added in the OE version);

a written report should be given to the chief officer of the institution;

the accrediting agency should consider the report "in the presence

of'a member of the team, preferably the chairman"; and the agency should

provide "a regular means whereby the institution may appeal" (the quoted

passages ,were identical in both sets of criteria). A new provision of

the OE criteria was that an agency have "demonstrated its capability
4

and willingness. to enforce ethical practices among the institutiots,

and educational programs accredited by it." A draft criterion, "that

a recognized accrediting organization shall manifesit an awareness of

its responsibility to the general public interest, as opposed to

parochial educational and professional interests," was omitted from

the published version. Nonetheless, it exgiessed the philosophy
ri

which A1ES espoused in ensuing years.

The new policies were discreetly conveyed to accrediting

agencies in an October `1968 letter from A1ES director John Proffitt

noting that one of the 'unctions of his new office was "Administration

of the process whereby accrediting associations secure initial and

renewed recognition" (our italics).
8

The advisory committee's

recommendations were formally accepted bytthe commissioner in December
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and incorporated in the text accompanying the new criteria issued

in the Federal. Register of January 16, 1969 (see Appendix), which

stated that agencies "will be reevaluated by the Commissioner at

his discretion but at least once every 4 years."

Early in 1969, information sheets were issued indicating how

agencies should apply or reapply for recognition. Those applying for the

first time were to submit "evidence which established that the agency...

meets the criteria"; AlES staff "shall take whatever other investigative

steps are necessary in order to present accurate and comprehensive

information to the Commissioner's Advisory Committee." Each agency already

recognized "shall be informed in writing" when "scheduled for reevaluation,"

and, at least 45 days prior to that date, "shall submit documentation

and related data which establishes that it meets the criteria.... "9

If these announcements irritated any accrediting agencies, an

accompany pronouncement by Commissioner Howe reassured them that OE

intended to rely on private accieditation:

The Office of Education is cognizant of the invaluable
contribution which the voluntary accrediting associations
have made to the development of educational quality in
the Nation. It is the policy of the Office of Education
generally to support and encourage the various r063gnized
voluntary accrediting associations in their respective
activities, and to endorse their role as the primary
agents in the development and maintenance of educational
standards 'in the United States. The Office also supports
and encourages the. National Commission on Accrediting
in its role as a national coordinator and spokeman for
voluntary 1ccreditation.

That last sentence, recommended by an advisory committee chaired by Frank

Dickey about a commission whose director was Frank Dickey, may involve a

certain conflict of intOre5;t.

Many, perhaps ali, agencies on the commissioner's list

since 1952'had never been Subjected to any formal review. The

requirement.that they now bow to Washington was unsettling especially
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to thw,regionaW somdof,Whose staff wanted. theta' to refuse to apply..
1

for review. PRACHE director Rebdrt kirkWood,has -stated that "The O.

. -.

.

,.. '''4".41

regionals did not apply, for recognition. They were requested te, ;
,-,

submit data and prepare foi review by ALES" (his italics).
il That-,

may be a distinction without:a difference". True, Ot s aff-took

the in tiative in scheduling a review and then agking hat4documentation
4

gnized agencies

commissions

be submitted for it; but the regionals, like other. roc

freely complied with their re41st. The three reg

recognized for the first time in the 1.970s--theliNew E

on.Vocational-Technical Institutions and on Public Sec

And Commissions

the Southern Commission onlaccupational Education Instit
\,

A staff xn at one higher Fwinitiative in applying for recognition.

education commission

a .
44*

dar9,....?chotls, and

tions:=10t.4 the

remarked that "This word, 'will.
. -

gets annoying." Umbrage has also been taken at the
1.1

apply' [for recOgnikio ]

expression "to :

.,

petition" for recognition. If such sensitivity has been displayed tos
$

.

words and initiatives, it may be bebause agency'staff have found it

difficult` to take more

which they dislike but

significant action against government encroachment

.endure;.. They have been ;rapped in a relaticinshi0

which nenehas yet rejected by' the simple

reviewed by OE.

expedient of refusing Wbe

In turn, OE has been all bark and no bite, never yet

having withdrawn recognition from pny agency.

Judging Applic#tions for Recognition

The effect of the new OE criteria, the new vigilance in

.reexamining all recognized agencies, the new specificity in the

.scope of recognition, and the new variety in the kinds of action

taken was to increase greatly the- frequency and detail with which

1
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agencies were scrutinized. .Two summaries of the actions taken are

Owen in Tables I and 2. They are approximately i'ot not Wily accurate,
.1

because the permutations and combinations of recognition requests,

actions, and dates defy accurate classification: there were preliminary

requests, deferred actions, probationary and iimitt,c1 recognitio7s,

informal appeals, ami so iofth.

'Most agencies failvd to meet all citeria fur recognition. In

thk--,44 months from December 1968 through Augtar;t 29.72, only 4 of 30 requests

for initial recognition. and 13 of 34 requests for renewed recognition

resulted in .recognition for 012 full4, four year, term 0.thodl stipulations.

Most agencies sip lying for initial recognition were denie4 or deferred;

and most applying te'4 renewed recegnitiop were subject to stipulatirms

or short-term extetisione during which they were to. correct.,, failures

to comply with the criteria and to report back on their progress.

A variety of conclusions may to drawn from this record.

It couldibe said that, until 1968, successive commissioners hat;

carelessly recognized many agencies (and thereby wrongly attested. to

their reliability) yhich subsequent examination showed were not in

compliance with, many criteria. The commissioners have also failed to

inform the puhlric thateluthing was amiss with the relifOility of

accrediting by recognized agencies, that many agencies have received

limited and probationary extensions, and that others have been

denied recognition.

It appears that AIES hay. dealt more severely with applicants toi

initial recognition than with agencies which, due to the accidents

of history, had been on the commissioner's list since 1952 or e?rlier,
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without any serious examination. In part,'this represented an effort

(akin to NCA's) to staunch the infinite proliferation of accrediting

-1--44 skies, which, no matter how good and upstanding they-were, could

only bring ultimate ruination to the accrediting enterprise. It is

nonetheless a question,h1e, and certainly a conservative, policy to

.

favor recognized agencies aver those seeking- to be recognized,.

In part, this double standard results from.moral, practical, and

t

legal considerations, since to. withdraw recognition from an agency

inflicts palpable injury Ind this requires more substantial grounds

than not to recognize it in the first place. In this matter and many
..

'others, the relations Of AIES to accrediting agencies closely parallels

--that of the agencies to their schools and piograms: it is easier tdeny

1ccreditation in the first instance than subsequently to withdraw it.

It may be said that AIES has undertaken an impossible and unieal-

istic task in the.excessive andemounting burden which has been thrust on
.

4/its staff and advi ers.. The attempt...to treat ell'aiteria'and all

agdncies equ2115, iscl.S generated mountains of paper as evidence 'of compliance,

most of it self-advocapy, with little from independent sources. All has
4

to be read and digested by overworked staff and advisers. The tighter

the regulatory reins--the Shorter the period of recognition, the more

stipulations which accompany it, and the narrower and more precise the

scope or recognition- -the more frequently must aiencies be examined and

the greater is the burden on them and on AIES staff and advisers. As a

rough estimate, the 55 agenties recognized by the commissioner in larnh

1973 entailed some 200 separate acts of recognition for different
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Table 1

OE Actions on Accrediting Agency Requests,;
December 1968 - August 1922

30 requests cur initial. recognition

4 recognized for 4 years
1 recognized for 2 years
4 recognized for 1 year
8 deferred
13 denied 1 4

.

34 requests for renewal of recognition

13 renewech-for 44ears
8 renewed with.4tipulhtions
5 renewed for Lear
6 provisionally renewed for 1 year
1 denied IreverstI on.appeal)
1 show cause why \should not be denied

requests for extens on sco e of reco nitio

2 granted for 4 ye rs
1 granted for 1 ye r
2 deferred
1 denied
AMA: 1 field granted for 1 year

10 fields deferred
4 field denied

9 request!, for recooition ot_prt:accroditatinr, cate):ories.

6 1/2 granted
1 deferred
1 It.: denied

M

AILS Staff, OctoA.r. 10, 1
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Table 2

Date and Type of OE Actions on Individilal Agency Requi:E:tt,,
. December 1968 - March 1973

ImtjajElimpq4211ETTEB: A - preaccrtditation;
C renewed recognition; 0 - extension of scope.

Type of recosnftiom action:. E - withdrawal of request;
deferral;-_11 - provisional recognition; I - recognition;

recognition should not be denied.

F

4-

recognition;

denial; NG -
- shag catve why

10
Accrediting Agency Request

Date Type

Cpmmitt,ee

Actiop
Date Type

Regionals

Middle States ASsociation, Commission
on Higher Ed4ation

New England Association

9/70

Commission o$ Higher Education 1/71
12/71

Commission on Public Secondary Schools 11/72

CommiSsion to Vocational Technical
Instttuti ns 11/72

i

i

North Centra/ Association, Commission
on Higheitducetion

I

Nortnwest sociation, Commission
HigheriScA;ools

SouthOrn
i

Aiisociation
ComMiSsiion on Colleges

op

1170

1/72

10/69

Commit* on OccupationalEducation 5/69

Commission on Occupational Education 2/72

Western Association
Accrediting Commission
Collges

Accrediting Commission
Colleges /

New York Board of Regents

for Senior

for Junior

4/71

4/71

8/69
\11/69
',6/70

12/71

C

C

C

C

6/71

6/71
1/72

12/72

12/72 1

3/70

8/72

12/69'

3/7Q
5/69
8/72

1/72

1/72

12/69

1/72
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Date Type

Committee
Action

Date Type'

Pro rie ar< School

Accrediting Boreal* elf

,Laboratory Schools

e cies

Medical

Accrediting,Commission for BOsines
Schoo/s

. .

Cosmetc to y Accrediting Commissiion

;

National AssOciation of. Trade and
Technical Schools, Accrediting
cossiission

;

)40otial Home Siay Council,
4ccieSditing CoM.mission

ec Zed Agenctps (t..ece zed as
ilareh 1973r

Nat 411 Archit oral Accrediting
b ard ,---1,

.-----."

Neatignal Association of Schools of'Art

Am4rican Bar Association, Section on
l.egat:Fducation

Acorrediing Association of Bible Colleges 1/73

111//7719/71
3/73

12/69
5/71

5/71

11/68
10/69
16/70
9/72

5/69
2/72

1/72

8/72

8/70
11/72

3/71

9/72

2/73

C
D
D

12/68
5/69
9/69
4/72
4/72
3/73,

C
C

12/69
6/71
10/71
10/71

12/68
12/69
6/71
12/72'

1

_X:-

D
514
8172

12/69

3/70
1/72

A 3/73'
C

ki C 6/71
'rC 12/72

1

C 1/72
) C 12/72

A 3/73
C

PE?

F
-1

H ,

ti

1

I

F

I

c
-

I
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Committee

Accrediting Agency Request Action

Date. Type Date Type

0

National Accreditatibn Council for
Agencies Serving the Blind and
Visually Handicapped

American Association of Collegiate
Schools of Business

10/70
I

6/71

4/71

American Chemical Society, Committee on
Professional,Training 9/72 C

Associati6n for Clinical Pastoral

,--
Edifeation 6/68 B 12/68 I

,`''''''''

,,.-- American Dental Association, Council 8/69 A 9/69 I

on Dentald ation 8/70 A 6/71 I

I

10/71

12/72

Engineers' Council for Professional
Development

a
Society of American Foresters

American Board of Funeral Service
Education

12/71 A 8/72 F&I?

C I

D I

8/69 D 9/69 G

10/72 C 12/72 I

D I

5/72 C 12/72

5/69 B 5/69 F

8/70 B 6/71 G

10/71 B 1/72 H

Accrediting Commission on Graduate
Education for Hospital Administration 4/70 B 6/70 I

American Council on Education for 10/70 C 6/71 H

Journalism, Accrediting Commission 11/71 C 8/72? J
...

12/71 C 8/72? J

2/72 C 8/72 I

American Society of Landscape 6/70 B 6/71 H

Architects 9/72 C 12/72 I

American Library Association 4/72 C 12/72 I.

American Medical Association - 2/72 C 4/72 G

Association of American Medical 5/72 C 8/72 I

Colleges Liaison Committee on
Medical Education
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Accrediting Agency Request

Committee
Action

Date n's*Npv

12t6ti

Date Type

American Medical Association, 2/68 0

Council on Medkal Education 1/69 0 5/69
9/69

1/72 4/72 H (2 fie

(6 fieldb) 1 (4 fie

1/72 4/72 F (1 fie

(122 fields) G (10 fi
H (1 fie

American MedicalMedical Association,
Council on, Medical Education, in
collaboratibn with

American Occupational Therapy
Association, Accreditation
Committee 1/72 C 4/72

Board of Schools of Medical 1/72 C 4/72 1

Technology 1/72 D 4/72 G

(5 fields)

American Physical Therapy Association,
Committee on Accreditation in Basic
Education 1/72 C 4/72

American Medical Record Association, 1/72 C 4/72 1

Education and Registration Committee (2 fields)

Joint Review Committee on Education
for Radiologic Technology

1/72 C- 4/72

Joint Review Committee for Inhalation
.Therapy Education 1/72 B 4/72

National Association of Schools of Music 9/71 C. 8/72

American Association of Nurse 7/70 C .6/71

Anesthetists C 8/72 G
11/72 I

National League for Nursing 3/70 C 6/70
I

1/72 C 4/72

American Optometric.Association, 8/70 A 6/71

Council on Optometric Education 5/72 C 3/73

America-n Osteopathic Association 2/69 A 9/69

11/71 C 1/72 1
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I.

Accrediting Agency
.

41

COmmittee
Action

Date Type Data Type

American Council on Pharmaceutical
Education 12/71 C 12/2 1

American bailaux Association, Council 5/71. C 10/71 H

on Podiatry Education 10/72 C 3/73 I

National Association for Practical Nurse
Xducatinn and Service. 4/h9 C 5/69 1

American Psychological Association 3/65 B 12/68 C

--r--
.1/70 B 3/70 I

Council on Social arc education 9/71 _C.. 1/72 1

-P

National Council for the Accreditation
of Teach] Education

.:..

1170
i

C 3/7CO I

American Association of Theological 1/69 A 5/69 1

Schools, Committee on Accrediting 10172 A 3/73 . 1

C I

American Veterinary Medical Association 3/69 A ....- 5/69 G

9/69 I

10/71 D 1/72' 1

1/ /3- C 3/73 C

Apecialized AAntiAtt (applications
denied or deferred as of March 1973) 41.

Accrediting Commission for Barberina
Education 12/67 B 12/68 E

9/69 9/69

12/69 8 6/70

United States.Catholic Conference,
6/71 4/72Board of Examiners

American Chiropractic Association 11/67 B 12/68

Council on Chiropractic Education;
Accrediting Commission 7/72 S 3/73

Association of Chiropractic Colleges,.
Accrediting 'Commission 12/72 B 3/73

American Association of Christian
Schools of Higher Learning 11/69 B 3/70

International Society of Clinical
Laboratorx Technologists, Accrediting
Commission 8168 12/60

.
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Committee
Request Action

Date Type Date Type

Association of Home Study Schools 1/68 8 12/68

4/69 B 5/69

Association of American Law Schools 7/69 B 9/69

American Marina Association 2/68 B 12/68

American Medical Association, Council
on Medical Education, in collaboration
with:

American Association of Medical
Assistants, Curriculum Review 1/72 B 4/72

Committee 3/73 B 3/73

Joint Review committee for Educational
Programs for the Assistant to the
Primary Care Physical 1/72 B 4/72

Joint Review ommittee on Education
Programs in;Nuclear Medicine 1/72 B 4/72

Technology ;
(2 fields)

American Acad4my of Orthopaedic
Surgeons, Subcommittee on the
Physician'siAssistant 1/72 B 4/72

National Association of Colleges of 9/67 B 12/68 E

Mortuary Science 2/69 B 5/69 F
1/70 B 3/70 F

American Psychoanalytic Association 7/67 B 12/68 E

State Agencies (applications denied)
. ,

Maryland State Education Department 4/67 B 12/68 F

1

1 7/69 B 9/69 F

\ North Carolina Board of Education 2/70 B 6/70 F

4

Source: AIES. The complexities of some requests for recognition and some
actions preclude a completely accurate summary. Both H (provisional recogni-

tion) and I (recognition) may be for varying terms up to four years and with

varying stipulations. The request date is that given by AIES for the receipt
of the "petition"; the action date, the time it was considered by the AIES

advisory committee; additional time would, normally elapse for formal approval

by the Commissioner of Education and agency notification.
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O

educational areas 'And LeVV1d, and for preaccreditati

as full acc reditation. In additipn,.AIES staff must eview a mounting

number f applications for approval from state nursing vocational, aid

educational agencies. The staff and advisory committe ers whom we

have observed over a two-yeiY period ha \e been very hart-woing, but one

wonders how long it will be before the rein-, are slackeed or the whole

operation collapses of its own weight.

To demonstrate its compliance, the .ANA Council on Medical

Education submitted in 173 a huge boxful of paper which/it would take

several informed readers several months to study an 'digest, after

which they would naturally want to ask further questions which might

generate further boxfuls. At one advisory committee meeting, a member

complained, "I truly resent receiving All of this material upon arrival--

two telephone books: it seems like a bureaucratic device to prevent'-

adequate consideration of the issues." The interpretation was .

unkind but the exasperation was real.

In -contrast, to AXES, the full National Commission on Accrediting

has met once a year and has had two professional staff and one secretary.

It is evident that AIES has attempted what RICA has not: to deal with all

criteria and applicants with even -handed diligence. That may be foolish

or wise or necessary, determined by the public and private status of the

two bodies. Neither course is intrinsically'better than the other: each

has advantages, pretenses, and drawbacks.

Finally,_ it may be said that AIES has undertaken an impossible

and unrealistic task in Imposing the image of one model accrediting

agency (evidently a regional, not a specialized,ragency) and one sev of

'criteria upon agencies whose history, constituency, character, and
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purposes are so diverse that no single set of criteria can meaningfully.
A 00

apply to all. As a i-rivate Agency serving the interests of college

presidents and confining itself mainly to specialized accrediting-tft----
. -

degree-granting institutivos, with no money hinging on its judgmeoLs, no

Congressmen looking over its.shoulder, and less need to treat alliageneies

alike, NCA could operate satisfactorily with a single set 'of.cri6V11N

Dealing with vocational, proprietary, Aad regional as well.ae specialized

agencies, serving broader public and educ tional interests and being

publicly more accountable to them,.it is more difficult for AIESto copy

the NCA example.

I .

The difficulty of operatingwitti one set of cri

I ...;'

repeatedly during 1972 discussioneop t4e Priiposed revs

ria was noted

ions, and

repeatedly .conceded biie4JES directoi- John Proffitt. For example, at one

.

meeting, Glen Leymaster of the American Medical Associa 'on observed;

thatT"there'seeis to be an attempt.ito provide criteria to cover extremely

diverse types of accrediting. I doubt that their can all\,be'got uhder

the same tent... If these criteria becometoo...specific,
tt

may immediately

tp

be criticized.for inability to comply." Proffa,kreplied

There have been times when portions of our criteria
did not apply to a private agency and, of course, we then.
did not attempt to enforce it. We did develop a set of
new criteria for state agencies in the nursing field;
now we will have to develop a new set for public voca-
tional agencies.' And we have had our first agency'in .1

the secondary education field. Our philosophy has
been not to develop new criteria cif we can escape it;
our one dividing line has been between- the private and
public sector.]4

Additional dividing lines.are evident l'etween t.he accreditation of

institutions and of programs; and between the accreditation of public,

nonprofit. and for-profit institutions. In drafting our questionnaire

to accrediting agencies we found it impossible to make many questions

equally tieaningful to all agencies7-and their replies demonstrated, that
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all did not find them applicable or read the same meaning into the

same words. But the applicability of a criterion --whether a dispensation

should be granted or' compliance demanded--is detlermined by AIES,

not the adcrediting agency; this gives AIES a great deal of discretion

and power which it can use to promote,its policy objectives. For the

antiseptic word "policy," those who wish may substitute-"social",or

political." ALES is, after all, a subordinate unit of civil servants.

obliged to obey the policies of political appointees.

When, fresh to power, ALES took its boldest action to date,

attempting to strike from the commissioner's list the nation's oldest

education agency on the grounds that it did not comply with the

commissioner's criteria, the chairman of the advisory committee

wrote to the `commissioner:

...the Committee is of the strong opinion that failure to
remove the [New York] Board [of Regents] from the List of Nationally

Recognized Accrediting Agencies would destroy the validity and
administrative integrity of the Criteria for Recognition. Essen-

tially, you would be rendered defenseless against the pressures
of other associations or agehcies which similarly are found tobe
in non-compliance....We believe that you would find yourself with

a calamitous situation unless you restrict the List to only *,

those agencies which fully compl with the Criteria 13

There was truth in that statement about the "validity and...integrity

of the Criteria"; but the truth is equally applicable to the retention on

the list of the many other agencies whigh AIES has found are not in full

compliance.

Much was made of 'eke Regents' noncompliance with three criteria:

1. That the.agey's scope is "regional or national"; but the Western

Association, which accredited only in California and Nawail,

failed to meet that criterion or succeeded pore feebly than would be

tolerated inI another agency. (At one public meeting, an ALES staff member

stated that thi-iiirpose of the criterion was to hap.them "not to recognize"
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specialized agencies which were regional in scope, of which there were

"four or five.") 2. That the agency serves "a definite need for accred-

itation in'the field in which it operates," because the Regents accredited

only 26 higher .educational institutions not also accredited by "Odle

Statesand only three received federal funds thereby; but in 1973 at

least eight other recognized agencies accredited fewer than 26 institutions

or programs, and numerous agencies were recognized though none or-few of

their schools received federal funds thereby. 3. That the agency

encourages "self-study prior to accreditation'" and secures data on "the

qualitative aspects of an institution or educational program," because

the R.gents did not require such a study and obtained only quantitative

data prior to a visit. But most agencies accrediting proprietary schools

and a number of other recognized agencies have also failed to*meet these

criteria. Many agencies remain recognized though found by AIES to be in

noncompliance with three or more criteria. That teas true. of at least five

recognized agencies which came up for, review in 1972.

Thus, we must infer that some reason other than a failure to

meet the criteria "fully" underlay the effort to withdraw recognition

from the Regents. That reason was a wish to identify accrediting as
.

a distinctively private activity and to confine the commissioner's

list to private agencies.

We do riot suggest that All actions of AIES and the commissioner

have _been dominated by unstated policy considerations. The degree to

which such considerations enter is in any event unquantifiable and

unprovable. MAy agencies appear so plainly to breach, or to meet, ho

mpny criteria that, the verdict ire inlittle doubt; and AIES statf

committee membera\are fair-minded people. We do suggest that the

criteria for recolition are so numerous and diverse that the opportunity
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is present in the review process, and often taken, to mold accrediting

closer to the image of. 'their desire--and to policies which the government

may or way not have openly enunciated. The opportunity is also present,

and often taken, to play tactical or. strategic games.
t

When an application is received.byAIES, it is referred to a staff )

member (if possIble, nne who has previously Ucco,,.anied an agency team on
4 I,

a site visit) 'who studies it and may request additional information.

Subseque ,.', it is discussed by a staff committee and a digest or

-"Criteria Synopsis" .is prepared. This may run to 5-20 pages and, in some

cases, with complex applications involving multiple accrediting programs,

to considerably greater bulk. Reports of adlasers, pertinent correspon-

,.- dence, and other documentapmay be appended. 'A suMmary sheet is prepared
.

. .
, . .

!

setting forth' the'recordlof and actions and the

staff's judgment of the degree of eompliarce,with each of the twelve

0

2

c ,

2, Ii tend to merge, and and 6 overlap.
14.

/
,

.

, Few-agenctes have'been judged outstanding on all twelve criteria,

/
.

.

.

.

though four,
of'the.39 applicatiow re,!iewd in 1972 were judged outstanding

, !

major criteria As can be seen. from the form reproduced on the next page,.

the critical line is that between a judgment, of "satisfactory," signified

by a numerical rating of "1" ("4" indicating- "outstanding") and an

ill unsatisfactory" rating of "2" ("1" indicating miserable or nonexistent

compli/ance).' One A1ES consultant found the ciiteiia "difficult to

h

workivith. The summary is particularly hard to work with. Criteria 1,

Ion ten 4#-eleven (Pne:eriterion, dealing,withyreaccreditation procedures,

.4. is often not ipplicabbs) ,Olthe 39, 30 were rated unsatisfactory on one

. . ,

......, or more criteria, though post of these were rated ";?," sumeating a
,.

readier, prospect of co4liance than would a rating of "1.", In 28

applications, one or more criteria were rated "potentially" satisfactory,.

I

. ,

"
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(riample)

!-I,DtARY Or THE PETITIoN OF
-----

t

t

FOR RECOGNITION AS A NATIONALLY RECOGNIZED ACCREDITING AGENCY
AP -

`EVALUATION

CRITERIA ITEM sATIsFACTORv UNst:SFACTORY!

r

I.

.

ccIpe
..-...

4 IQ) .: I

2. Need , 44'3 2 / 1

3. Impartiality (Di 3 \\ 2 / 1

4. Informaeloon t 2 / .14 //3 /

5. Staff guidance / 3

....

. 2 /.1

6. Adheres to criteria
(

4 / 3 2/_ 1

7. Organization/procedure's 2 / 1:,4 //3 /

8. Pre-aqreditation N.A. 4 / 3 2 / 1

9. hviews criteria A / 3 / 1

JO. Experience 4 / 3 2 /

II. Acceptance /' 3 2 / 1

12. Enforces ethics 4 /3 2 / 1

Legyndl 0 - indicates analystes
evaluation

%A - notapplicabie

/ potent 1a1

Over -ail rating given by Stan

4

Sa Cisf actor/

2 / I

CI. tiYactor7

I

milltommimmars=m.sisacaftmissa aaaaaaa oLoca===sas=smatass=m=== mmmmmmmmmmmmm asommaammom

SUMMARY COMMENTS HY STAFF

A. BACKGROUND

4

.

*Re

w
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representing a prophetic judgment or agency intent4ons not yet realized.

Fifteen applications were given an overall ratin

All initial applications with such a rating were

whereas those of recognized agencies were usually

of "unsatisfactory."

enied or deferred,

extended for a year

with the injunction to demonstrate, then, compliance with enumerated

criterla; --

/. .

One advisory committee member who expreSied concern With the

inconsistency of the committee actions prepared a table to demonstrate

ft (Table 3). However, one

consistency in judgments of

can hardly expect or demand mathematical

this sort, nor do staff claim that their

ratings are mathematically comparable. Their overall judgment is not

reached by simply averaging. Some criteria are said to be more important

than others. According to one source, special importance has been

attached-to criteria 1 and 2, pertaining to an agency's national scope

and the need for accreditation in a given field; in the future, criterion
.

12, pertaining to "ifs capability and willingness to enforce ethical ,

standarda,".waslikely.to receive greater weight. A criterion may receive

Special attention at one agency, because events have brought it to the

fore, and be glossed over at another. o'

Considering all of,thekle factors, we have been more struck by the

broad consistency, rather than by minor inconsistencies, between actions

and ratings. Indeed (except,foi an interval in 1971, when a committee

composed largely of. new memberi overrode staff judgments and, an informant

remarked, "things got pretty-hairy for awhile"), a que3t for consistency

would have to be followed back to the ratings themselves. We made no

independent.che4kof staff ,judgments, but plainly they,are partly.

subjective and ti favorable or unfavorable disposition toward an agency

or a special stress on the impqtance of particular criteria may weight

marginal ratings sufficiently tq affect action, and certainly to delriy
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AIES Staff q-katings and

Advisory Committee Actions.

-Agency

Ntimber of

Criteria"
4 ...3 2

Overalll.
Committee A ction
ecognition Ikeviewp

(Years) (Years)

1. A 11'' 1 4.

D
; 6
4 8

i;C 6
3

IA 10 2

3' \
-------,--;

I--E 4 7

-4------

1

G 12 4*'

I-1 10 i I 1*\'

i . 1; 77
'rd. .,..--

K' 6 \ft

I 2 )6 3

H 5
L..

3
..-----'

'N i 5 4"
0 2 5 3

2

I

\.
',- .

1/4\

t; ).

2
2
2

2

1

4 ..,

2 i
1

1 I

1

1

2.

2
2
1
1

1

a. 4, outstanding; 3, sacisfactorY; 2, unsat1 sfactory;
1, nil compliance,

b. Compliance review scheduled in years.\

Initial recognition (the oth;rs are%renew 1s).

Slurce: August 1972 coktpilagion by an 4viso committee member.
Agencies J and KNATe mi4eplfted (13 crltria eilig entered,

whereas there are only 11).

. 4 "I

4



or hasten it, in

reasonable one,

agencies, operating in areas where OE wisheshes to eN1444 accreditation,
r-

! I

!

have been'recognizedand commended for their cetk and tiN marked

coolness shown to others. Thus,-in one instance, an agency was promptly

the desired4irection. That is a surmise but a

striking speed witNhich certainstrengthened by the

recognized despite "potentially satisfactory" ratings ot. five criteria,

in another, back in 1967, it was stated frankly that an applying agency

"did not meet all the criterid...,.11Owever, recognizing the need for an

accrediting body in this educational area...the majority of the

[Accrediting Review) Committee ted for a tunyear approval.-

PlaRlal121&!qaanataLfullcies

More striking and wide$piVad is the reOency to view

;

individual criteria and the entirerecoenition process a% . means to

display government policies. "'Display" is more 4ccurme than "turrdement"

r "enforce," because the measures 6-44t sattqfy fpe friendly demanoif;

of ALES can be purely formal or vlerbal, but, ins.ofar as the polticie

themselves are. largely formal, this miy b a fit measur of complfano:.

:Unfriendly demands can be more stringept.

What are these policies ?'

Some have been of spH'ial t-

establishment; others, to the geVernmen4,1; E.til)-other art..in euir

opinion, Shibboleths which natives repcit withotit attcoing to theft
i

meaning or, should they tictuaily hf. ImT14-loonft, rrqrkl,i41441nr-Vft- AZAr.e.

''the latter is "innovation!" A 1rovisloo of !!.. r'7=°. 34F. criteria fel.

recognition requires an acrn-Aitine agt-cti.y 'to cftmw.7.%!..-tk. that "it

encourages experimental and Innuvot;vL ;irc,grarL:. to ts.(:.ort.!,:nt Mat

are conceived and implemented in a manuillt %,;(LirNsf.iNp TJA11ty

*
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and integrity of the institution or programt,:', An early draft read

merely "It encourages innovation and experimentation.") flow the

National Association of Schools of Music and the Accrediting.Association

of Bible Colleges will introduce innovation into Mozart and the Ten

Commandments remains to be seen.

A aingularli fashionable shibtioleth calls for the testing

of aeerediting4candalds against'student houtputs." tiow can any earthly

standards reliably me,Liure the,eftects of six to sixty months of

instruction at 4000ischools on the 30 to 60 or more poutl-achool years

of ten million stud nts7 What limiteirsense the idga may have is

applicable to professional and occupational training rather than liberal

arts education, and, hence,

accreditation. Afror }ears

t specialized rather than institutional,'

and mi/lionS are.spent-developing "Oaput"

measurei of varying reliability, the students and their,sCnooiing will

'have changed, requiriam the develoOment'of new modures.

w )
A draft criterion required each accrediting agency tea

. ,

rpdemonst rata that: "It tag ascertained the validity and reliability 'of

its educational standards.- Had this criterion been retained, no agency.r
mught be left on the commissioner's list. The wording was later hanged

. % , .

4,-. a
0;to l't maintains d program. of evaluatiOn of its educational standhrds

designed to assess thcir,validity and rellebility,".

All AIES poli,ies are not such self-vitiated shibbotetha.

Somelave been taken seriously; it is difficult to knaW just how

-

to-take others.

recer.ted much attention:

We shall discuss
.

nondriocriminat ion

six policies that have

by educational bodies;

cligibllity or proprietary schools ttr acoreditatioa by igenclea

that have not traditionaily a--credited them; efforts to reduce th

ptoliferation of accrediting agencies: tree observance of "due process";
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the formulation and enforcement of ethical standards; and the effort

to add "public members" to accrediting borl:tes.

Nondiscrimination J

It is.hard to know whether to take the AIES venture into

educaltionalnondiscrimination seriously; we conclude that it was

st-but 9ot serious, in the sense that words rather than acts would

suffice for compliance; that tha desired r.ctions were never in fact,

specified (though everyon knew, or thougat they knew, what they werp);

and, were the actions actually taken, they might well run counter to

the maintenance of educational quality which accreditation and AIES

4.

are supposed to serve.

Who can be for racial and social discriminatioh? It would

b illegal as well as unAm'erican.-.Yet, if no one is for it, why must

massive cpmpaigns be waged against it, and why must public officials

always decry it?

i

.
In this imstance, the freshly.impanelled advisory committee,

1. .

receiving charges-of Inedical
.

schools' disirimination against women brought

by file.Women's Equkly Action League (WEAL), recommended:

I, That ALES investigate whether the Liaison Committee on Medical

hihication, the joint body of the American Medical. Association and the

Ailsociatton of American Medical Colleges recognized by the commissioner

o accredit medical schools, condoned sex discrimination in medical,

schools. 2. That the commissioner inform all recognized agencies of

the committee's concern about discrimination "as it relates to educational

quality. and of the agencLet.' responsihllity in rh matter. 3. That

teir 4,titeri,/,tz,r recognition be NO to rvquire agencies tc; take

positive steps tvtrim4mite discrimination. All three recommendations

i.at to impiementvd-:
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Questioned in detail about the WEAL charges, Glen Leymaster,

secretary of the. Liaison Committee, replied that the Secretary of MEW,

or his designee, was a member of the Liaison Committee; that, of courso,

accrediting policies cannot be illegal; that the Liaison Committee was

"strongly in opposition to any form of discrimination in...medical

education" and included among its standards the statement that "There

should be no discrimination [in medical schools) on the basis of sex, f

creed, race, or national origin"; and 63 percent of female, compared

to 41 percent of male, applicants to medical schools had been accepted

in 1971-1972. The figures for earlier years showed roughly .the same

admission rate for the two sexes.1

In August 1971, Acting Commission. r)eter Muirhead sent all*

recognized agencies a letter informing the that:

The Advisory Committee has taken the position that discrimi-
nation of various kinds practiced by educational institutions
adversely affects the quality of that educationo'and, therefore,
the Committee has asked me to inform you, in my capacity of
determining those agencies which are reliable authority as to
the quality, of training offered, of its concern regarding
discrimination by age, sex, race, creed, or national origin, as
it bears upon this determination.

Furthermore, in light of the Office of Education's policy
that accrediting organizations must be sensitive of and responsive
to the public interest, the Advisory Committee has requested that
I encourage recognized accrediting agencies to take firm and
positive steps in order to ensure that unacceptable discrimination
or arbitrary exclusion is not practiced by accredited schools br
programs.

I am in agreement with the Advisory Committee on this matter
and believe that, in the interest of serving the public, all
forms of discrimination must be eliminated from every sector of
American education.

That was a'simple and economical way to establish valid and

reliable education standards: by fiat. Did it mean' that the "evaluation

of its educational standards" which accrediting agencies were enjoined

to conduct should not include the effect of discrimination upon the
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quality of education, since that had already been officially deterMined

and a contrary finding would risk the loss cif _recognition? Or was

nondiscrimination to be pursued as a policy which Ws morally right

and in the public interest, as long as it did not .do too much damage

to the quality of education? q,

.John Proffitt took tue latter position in dist:using the

incorporation of a nondiscrimination provision. in the revised criteria

for recognition. To be wore precise, Proffitt.toOk.oth'positions.

In an October 1971 letter to Leymaster, he stated "we have recently
.

completed a Staff study which concludes that the quality of edueatfon

. .

may be affected adversely by the existence of di4criminatory practices

(Witness the charge that more qualified women are reYected in favor of

less qualified men)." In June 19711, hacking of! from the positive

determination by Muirhead and the advisory committewlOat "discrimination

..adersely affects the quality'of...education;" he said "We would

prpbably concede that there are discriminatory matters-for instan._-e, a'

single sex or race institution, which do not affect the quality of

edpeation." Asked what agencies. should do if the admission of minorities

1

ldwered the quality of education, he replied, "...we would', of course,

hope that accrediting agencies would not take negative action against al

program unlet4s the level of edutotion was pulled down to what you

.16
, regarded as a dangerous level. ihat, at least, was clear (if

inconsistent with the Muirhead letter). It said that accrediting was 1

riot_ concerned solely 4itn 014 quality of education but also with the

i

F4iblic interest and, if it were necessary, in serving the public interest,

1.,r A. ;TV,!) t :I, 14! r4 ,4,!,-q =, 2 41 4! -.. 411 ion, at lea- t f. T

a time and in '.ome institutions, s41 5 It.
i

A', of pcminent .3n4 prOitabie prof4-sston, medIctne i i often

sitigti:j out tor -itt-iLlt4 "wt prt-.,..res bend in many isot.iall
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adirections,",one AMA representative remarked, "we'doet know if we

are-accrediting any more." Other agencies deserve their share of

attention, if the goal is to.have all profe sions composed of

--7-- statistically average proportions of all American races, religions,

and sexes. Little more than one percent of dentists are women; few

women o

nuns.

blacks are engineers; few men are nurses, secretaries, or

The nondiscrimination criterion is redundant for eligibility

porposes, since every school wishing to qUalify for federal educational

or contractual funds must sign a piece of paper affirming its compliance

with civil rights legislation. Title IX f the Education Amendments of
k

1972 also bars all schools receiving fede al flUlds from discrimination.
!

i on the basis of sex; however, the law exenpts traditionally one -sex

private undegraduate colleges, religious institutions, and merchant

marine and military academies.

PropriglaVchools
d

Agenciefs accrediting propriet'ary schooli have been among

the stronger supporters of AIES and with good cause. Recognition .

by :tine commirsioner--noted prominently in their literaturehas

Ialpred,them to gain public respect and a place in educational

policy counsels, and hap made their schools eligible for insured student

loans. in turn, as we have seen, the establishment of AIES was

'ciosely relaited to the rising federal dispensations to proprietary

and vocatio al education, and the rising problems and_ workloads

thus impose upon OE. AIES sta were under great pressure to increa.e

the number f eligible vocational and proprietary schools, and the

recognition of additional agencies accrediting these schools was one

way by Whic this pressure was.eased. However, accrediting, as
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a con.'pt, and the commissioner's recognition of it, as a staff

function, have been cast largely in the-mold of higher education.

If proprietary schools do not fit comfortably into that mold, it

will rot be for lack of trying.

The eligibility of proprietary schools and programs for

'accreditation has be xaiined whenever an agency is reviewed by

;ALES and a failure to acctthem has been
.

scored against the
,

,

-ageqtyon several criteria. (The constitutional bar on double jeopardy

does not apply here.) Thus, in, reporting the findings of the AIES

AdvisoryA Committee on the Board of Schools of Medical Technology,

ohn PrIaViEtle, "regarding the Board's venture into the accredita-
NN .

lion of cert ied laboratory assistant programs located in proprietary

institutions, the`,ColmnitteeNno,ked that the Board which has accredited

only one such pr4gram, aid not fulfill

(serves the need

assert either 1

the Board's eta dards

changed so tatadditional proprietary schools could meet them.

Criterion I (scope), Criterion

and Criterion lq (ekRerience)."17 That seemed to

that additional proprietari;-schools do, in fact,

or 2. that the Board's standards should be

mee

,
Theist tus of proprietary schools has assumed greater urgency

.with thethe increaring number of programs training subprofessional aides

!for the established professions--physicians' assistants,

laboratory assistants, medical technicians, dental `assistants, veterinary

assistants, nurses' aides, engineering t rtn'Ologists, architectural

technicians, landscape architectural technicians, librarians' assistants:

no one seems to work unaided any more. The short-term programs to

preprirt:ir4,. ,chools, junior

colleges, hospitals, area vocational schools, t special branches and

train such personnel may bc condw-ted Isv

divisions of colleges and universities. siivation ha:4,led to
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much competition among accrediting agencies ekpanding into the new

1$
educational territory.

Many agencies accredit only public and nonpkofit institution4

or programs and have been reluctant to change, due to, long-standing

aversion to fox-profit education or a belief that education of an

acetptable quality requires subsidization by an endowment or public

expenditurei and cannot be ptovided on for-profit basis. As many

specialized agencies will accredit programs only in regionally accredited

,institutions, the ineligibility of for-profit institutions fot regional

accreditation has effectively disqualified their programs. Specialized

St*

agencies which do not normally examine an institutfon s administrative

and hwlsine!,t; practices miAt either develop the competence to do so or
b

accredit with ao institutional accrediting agency like the National

4

Association of Tradi and 'technical Schools. -The: latter course, which

A1FS encoi'iraged,19. may bring greater epertist to each area (00

professional and the institutionai) but it also subjects proprietary

A
education to the' proliferation -Of specialized accrediting from which

higher educaon-has long soffeOrd.
.

Political rt-a1 ities havel,een forcing attention to proprietary

Intt-rest: by the accreditation and higher education establiAments.

Frank hickey has warned:

...we must take another very sareful look at the.need
include proprietary institutions anti ojganizations withiLt,
purview of the actrediting organizations. It we do

not, the public,will nave no valid baSis 14.1. comparis4n of Live

preAtrams oftered in the rwlprofit and.propzietary. domains..

w.;.;'-do not make wome-Itoves in the direction of becomitsig mane

inclusive rather than more exclusive, we shall have- no: to

blame ex..pt ourselves for hay.ing daplieatine and .A,mpeting

:7ystells of acvti<ditt*tioll 40,1qe into being. 20

NCA itself re.i:ognti..led

1473 and iniited

the -National Home Study Council in
*,!

and NATTS tai alpply for recognition;

1
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\.

NATTS, ffed by what it felt was an earlier slight, declined. Each

of these agAcies will designate one board number, and their schools

will have the.oP/xortunity to become dues-paying flusters, of the new

Council on Postsecondary Accreditation.

To our question Are for-profit or proprietary programs or

schools now eligible for accreditation by your agency?" the North Central

and Middae States higher educat on commissions and the Southern and New

England commissions for higher s well as vocational educatl.on replied

"No." The Northwest and the twd Western higher education commissions

said "Yes, in certain circumstances," but the circumstance$ were rile*
,

since Northwest accredited none; the Western Commission for Senior'.

`Colleges has accredited one-proprietary institution and the Commission

for.Junior Colleges has given candidate status to two. A11\11e regionals

had suspended further applications pending resolution of the basic policy

issue by FRACHE.

In addition to the five agencies accrediting mainly proprietary

Schools,
21 five specialized agencies - -the American Board of Funeral

Service Education, the American Association of Nurse Anesthetists,

the National Association fof Practical Nurse Education and Service,

the National League for Nursing, and the American Speech and nearing

Associption--stated that proprietary programs were "routinely"

eligible (thgh the first two dienot indicate howany were actually

accredited,

last to had

proprietary

However, of
'

the third had accredited i wo proprietary schools, and the

accredited none). *venother agencies indicated that

programS\were eligible "in-Certain circumstances."
.t

these, foilr--the Americatir:Msociation'of'Collegiate Schools

of Business, the American Chemical Soc ety, the American Psychological.

for
. 1,4

Association, and the National Council tor the Accreditation of Teacher

i ; P .
.

EducatiOn--had accredited none. The Arttericaft Dental Associatiln accreit-
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ited two programs at two proprietary schools; u

for Professional Development, 10 programs at scbools;Qand-the

on MedicalEducation, 2,) prbgrams at :9 schAols (some- 2 were for meL11,...11

assistants and 2, for laboratory- assistants and medical techniciads).

The regionals' posture toward proprietary.scho4s is important,

less, perhaps, for the number that might qyaify-and thetieby als?, be

eligible for accreditation by profepsional agencies, than for the

,{enhanced- standing that would accruei.toproprietary ediscation. In a 1972

report endorsed by the federation council., a MACRE Committee on

Proprietary Education "strongly opposed...takini.any 'steps wiich would

'duplicate or in any way seek to preempt the responsibilities or interests
.44.

_ 1
of established accie-diffn-boities"---that--i-s-,---it-lid_ilot wish -to get

into competition with AICS, NATTS, and other agencies accrediting .

proprietary schools. "At the same time, the Committee recognizes the

need for loosening the resmaints which exclude certain typesvf pro-

prietary institutions from achieving accreditation"--that is, certain

decent, degree-granting schools should'be eligible. The committee

proposed severalf conditions, such as "a governing board which includes

representatives of the public interest," the offering at "at least

two years of postsecondary education," and the inclusion of "liberal

studies as an essential element. "22 These standards might, on one

estimate, render some 40 proprietary institutions eligible for regional

accreditation.

In October 1972, FRACHE secretary Robert Kirkwood asked. the

Internal Revenue Service for a ruling "as whether the admission of

profit seeking institutions iiao membership would Jeopardize the

non-profit and tax exempt'status of the regional associations or of

the Vederat1on." The Ikb-responded, "...we rule that your tax exempt



Illawa--7ftwear,

4

- 145. -

status may/be jeopardized by adch admissions.'
)3

The ruling receive'd

prominentiattention in the January 29 4973 Chronicle of Higher Edtlation
....

,

a

And undoubFedly si!rved to slow the slow rapprof.hement bvtweel fit

and for-profit accrediting..

In August 1973, respOnding to a further inquiry from FRACHE,

,

IitS completely reversearitself and ruled:,

1. The.a*ctrditation of proprietary schools by your
constituent comet dssions will not adversely affect
your status.;

2. The admission of proprietary schools that qualify for
accreditati6n to MeMbetship in the regional associations
WilUnot-adversely,affect your status...

3. The admission to, your membership of the accrediting
commissions of.-4the Association of Independent
.0olleges and Scho4s, the National' Association of
Trade and Technical Schools, a ethe National Home,
Study Council] whmieal Olth rediminantly proprietary
educational instrifbtions wil not adveriely affect

r

a

your status...and,
_

. The amodativi--in---the- of_unifPrM___MershiP.
fees, charges, or assess ts,realized by you-ai-a--
result of the accreditat (and acceptance into
memberhsip) of propriet educational institutions...

wilt not .constitute unr.lated bUsinees. incOme...24

Soon after the issuance of.thls letter becamejitnown, a proOrietvy

school representative correctly forecast that, though the new-ruling was

far more: definitive than the old, it would receive !less publicity. The

fore62st was. based upon reservations about the ar or of the regionals.

That may have been the reason, but, as it happe the day of the ruling,

IRS Commissioner Donald Alexander gave an addr ss on tax exempt organiza-

/

/
...in manylocalities, we'n see accredited

TV repairmen, accredited watc ers; or accredited
auto mechanics. Scorep of'assoCiations hive sprung
up which appear to haVe.accred,itamon As4ileir

princtpoil function.

tions in the course of which he said:.

q0ow.what's involved here, from our stAhdpoint, is
whether these associa4ionsasbould,4eclasstd as (c)
(3)'s--in which case, of course.; contributions are
tax deductible--or whether tfier-are:(c
our view, and this should be toriatized s4ttf.y.;
(c) (6, designation seems proper. -Thime grou$Wargad.

;
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that they carry out a charitable tuhition, lnd tnerefare
should he (c) (3)'s, since they ion.mre a higher level
of professional.,ompetence which 1.enefit!.
We feel, however, that their chief objective is to

25
enhance the profession, primarily through accreditation.

( Thus, the marriage of the.fot:-profit. and nonprofit erectors ,

has yet to be consummated. 'the politicaq, and educational

advantages and dangers of the union--to both partios--deserve tea

be discussed more 'frankly and fully than iue,plogy, bias, and

have yet permitted. AIES has prejudged an issue about which there

are at least two sides.

Nohproliferation
7

The AIES policy of nonprolfteration appears t-.4 borrow sop4htng, .

,

incluctirtga"largettegreeofiutility,ffom-thatofNcA..CA spokesmen
.--"" y '.

. .:-.-

'believe that their judgment of "serving a definite-need %7,?'llygcreditaton,".
.

.,\ ,

criterion which an agency must aatifIfy for reco.nition, ai berm trIcter that;

that of AIES. They have asked, "Will society be harmed to ven,

ratastrophic...happen to society") if specific progr.w... atre
/ . 0 i

.

to accreditation?"26 Member institilt ions are not supposed to a. iL with

subjected

unrecognized agencies; recognized agencies are not suppo ed to expand tire

scope of their accrediting without consultation; and F.CA.has sought tC

confine recognition to first professional degree programs. 'Fields arc

sometimes listed in which accreditation has been discouraged. one 1965

paper enumerated thirteen fields27--in several of woich.3ccredittng waN

Later begun and, still ltter, recognized.

Lack of recognition does nut stop accrediting: nothing, it ,eems,

does. Thus,. NCA has not recognizled social work acorehitation'at the

I-accalaureate level; nonetheless, on one estimate, 95 percent of all

baccalaureate programs have already been approved by theCouwil on

..
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Social Work Education and- number of states require graduation from

an ap?roved programl for civil service, positions. All that NCA has\

\.

accomplished is to save the programs designated as "approved" rathe

\

than "accredited." ,INCA has not recognized music accreditation in
,--"'

,

\,

junior colleges; Oe'ce,jetnior college music programs are "associates'
\

of.the National Association of Schools of Music, a category the

association regards s equivalent to full accreditation. Thus, NCA MS_

limited music "accreditation "; junior college representatives on the NCA

board are pleased to li.ave limited the inroads of specialized accrediting`,

on their campuses; an4 the music teachers and students are not entirely \

distraught. During tte 1960s, fourteen new ag ncies 'were recognized

by NCA and the number programs accredited b recognized agencies .

grew from about 3,060 t\o 4,140. Complete, accurate and current

data are not available from any source, because many actreditimg agencies

... are trderstaffed and ov rworked and the accrediting scene is in such

1-constant flux. in Apri 1973,*Thomas

director of the Councii,on.Dental Edu

Ginley,..the well regardedstaff:

cation, told the NCA "I'dbntt

even know how many schools we deal with anymore, because we have

been expanding so much."
28

"Fruit, to timv, inst'utionh may fev1 that the CoMmission has

given recognition to :oo m6iny jAccreiliting agericics".mused the SCA Iteportg

in NoyPmbr of 1971; "houiever, one mth..t always take int_ ac,,unt the

necebsity of giving c4.230.ierati=m to the:public interest-as well as the.

.0.titr,lion31 intcrest."? That 1$ . different tone than Samuel C'pen's

t..mytis csugation of Ow speki.111;ted agencIwi as "a horde of

orit-ticti r reptez-cnt tar, J. LA;e:Thift° !4elti4N intere!,c,-i°

.'ACA did not assert that 11.5 eriort4 to dampen Proliferation vere not

1f the: putAlc 141:,:re4t: WhLiftver Ulii :n thi...T4414C :71ttru!)C

A-

often, Orow&the her per43stnce i1 vecialleed agencaez) and trio sneer.

.30

-

! "
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closdly si, that th'eiraccrediting actiAlte:i. do not unduly disrupt .

. ..

, . the afi'eaed institution or program." The original 05'4! criteria ..

. riaad set forth po poiitly whatsoever with espect to the recognition

.,--" . 1
,

4
1 !

of only one agency in .a Own field or area.
\ .

Among the'fields in w1til.11 accredi:ting'has been conducted by two or

more ,indeOendent agencies have beenAliro`pratic, cOnical pastor'al euuca-

tion, icomputer programming, correspondenLr sePudy, cosmetTiogy, ftineral

service, journalism, Law, medical as9istanc, medical ti2chnology, and

practical nursing. Hence, an agency:which has np rival it. more likely to

be recognized than one wnioh does. AIES has often cited the existence of

.

multiple accreditation as a reason to deny or defer .eerognition and urged

the agencies to reconcile their differencds. A staff member has stated

that "the Office...would place a heavy burden of proof on a Idissident

group which tried to set up 'its own separate accreditation process."31

Occasionally, however, two agencies, have been recognized to-accredit in.'

the.same,field,ipaiticularly when One was Concerned primarily with '

proprietary school pro'grams, as is the case in several allied health fields.

The general;operaLifig principle seems to be khe wish to recognize agencies

covering as much of thee pgstsecondary univers as possible, a principle

which favors broad coverage with, lower standafes over selective, coverage.

.

with higher 'standards. Thus, the commissioner has recognized the .1.4erican

r

Bar kciaiion. despite its hreacii of st'ver.il criteria, and denied the

.t

IWO 4p tie.ition 01 the Associatin of AmerieJn taw AiLhook, which had

f110/44i P.C4 .,wentv fewer scwoit.. contrariwise, recognized boin.

h, to kl.epine, withit, rlrt. ..,vleettvu academtc)

4.

-;it,..ttion-i, it on,:t 44outi:ht *401ds.p.: r.. the ABA.

t twrifwipai rtAr4:n iArolfivs_JElon Nave Nen

s'qolt t# 1!0-
==ut.v.)

ieT M(tvd1(41104 14 tre 11 1( 00f4te-' .01c -14IN gjincu

4 4.

a .7P 4

0 A

0
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I lir t .1.t:: ormt.: r r I kw: ;,,..11 I . : t

.rnple latitude for divers(., and subjective tests, nee.: can tl,at

a professinal specialty,. of.its competitors, or x. groups.

On tae whole, AXES has leaned toward the idea ,L)

is difficult to define with any rigor and has not

consistency.

neea, 1.at

been applied witn notable*

When one advisory committee member asked "Why is there a need

for another accrediting agehcy?" the answer was, "The need has been

expressed by this association. We do not questipyrthe legitimacy of the

factors and purposes that influence them." On another occasion, an ALES

staffa-member said bluntly, ',It's not our job,to reduce proliferation."

If it were, the place to start would be with agencies whose

accreaitation is not germane to eligibility for any federal program. -.

Recognition had no eligibility value for perha's seven agencies on the

..commissioner's list in 1974 for a number .of agencies, it rendered'

eligible only a few free-standing professional schools not affiliated

with regionally accredited institutions--at most, 6 of 148 law schools.

9 at 108 Medical schools, and 10 of:113 schools of music. Recognition

has been sought by ma 44 agencies for prestige, not money, and ALES
/

staff have not dented them that. They also reason.,that pc, one can

predIrt what laws-Congresi will pass under which schools may later

become eligible. To wait until the law is passed, they say, woad
0

1,0

,Adrrow Id legalistic. Thu con,trac.tictian betwvort. -She policy of

ta,t,riug act:reditation

. L'e

,

. I -

jP4 vet necooi:Ong specialized

ald gpforialiied;agencies not

be

rvidtt. 44(1

LJ. 'x!t 4t
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AlES has shown no cv!arable solicitude for ve--tfn,' proprietary

)1chools. ineligiNe fur accreditation by recognized agencies, nor a. 4/

disposition to accupt profestiional accreditation 4S an adequate

afito.aftnce of inb,titutional sObrivrYf

Tgattv promi,:cusly recognized by

ottis-c r:d:leition." wwCe4 statv "A.Iyonthv

with an office and a desik get ri:..7.01estii.:vd by the Office of Education,

scoff- 1 4vnior itEk No matter tf that fJ not strictly true:

pS,.ne mtly .ii be neces:,atv, vacant accreditkng territory, and reasonable

complianf7e with the criter a. As aOncies flock to be recognized, critics

'mutter. that chi^ coMMiShionereS ilt brie got out of hand.) Its function is

not ':.; .tettirmine federal pro2rin b,ilt to tilanket the educational
4

universe with at-credi'tin agrl)cie- 4

..itue Process

Half a.dozen.facte...rs have caused in,-,r-,asol attention to due
'"

process bx_accrediting agencies; the critical importance of

accreditatio4 to many School, including sor-se with large reSources,'

Muth influence. 4nd good latryers ;rowing litieiousness in wanY areas

of American life; tht greater formalization of accrediting procedures

required by OE criteria 45 10W114.1 by (he growing size. 4t many agearies;

and the legal requirement of fair and equitable treatment to all

.applicants and members by am, private association with monopolistic

control over LICCC6I- Iv btotfits or 0(1 right to practice a

profession. Of- eourso, thei6t,a/ aquirt,ment has not changed; but

the monopolisti4 power hac. bccOMC more imprtapt.

.4. 4,1 T.1it a4r4. cOnvAitutvs

"4ne proess.", 4f-4s:co rItt PlF a .lit -.'isoiy committee

41'-!1°" t."k IWYVI,

snecialized inwastrediting Problems held the floor tor floyoe timeeach '
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disagreeing with the other two.

According to William Kaplin, the essemLials of due process are

that associations accrediting as 'delegates of the government, follow their

own rules and act reasonably and in good faith, not arbitrarily. Procedural

due process reduces to "(1) administrative regularity, (2) reasonable

relationships between the decision-making process and the staled purposes

of the agency, and (3) opportunities for affected parties to-Present

their views in a manner commensurate with the interests which they have

to,prelteCt."32 To ensure due' process in accrediting, established standards

and procedures should be followed; schools should be giiien adequate notice

and explanation of adverse action, an opportunity to show cause why it should

not be taken and to obtain a, hearing, and, should adverse action be'taken,

an'appeal; the accrediting body shotild be free to act without conflict of

interest, .ursuant to the evidence and in accord with established standards
..

and procedures.

Betty J. Anderson, attorney for the American Medical Association,

which; having once been found in restraint of trade, is sensitive to the
t,

danger, observes:

There are three basic areas that may cause legal concern for
organizations or associations that conduct accreditation programs:,
(1) possible liability under the federal and state antitrust'laws;
(2) liability to consumers or indiViduals 'who ?eiy upon the
accreditation; and 3) possible liability for Injury to business
...such as actions alleging unfair competition.:..

The Antitrust Division -of the Department'ot-Juatice- nd the
Federal Trade Commission are suspicious of standards beca e of
the use made! .of them as means of restraining crade...

Accrediting agencies...have a more visible ability to restrain

'. institutions from attracting students today than they have over
had befoe....The public reliance and the- monopolistic ro) of

educational .accrediting agencies strips away their cloak t

4luntariness and gives them-the characteristics of Acw%. rnmental
encles.33

j
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Kaplin and Hunter also stress that "The accrediting agency...is not

a truly 'voluntary' association.... Neither is it a. truly 'private'

34
association, for it fulfills a Public function...

The clvhasic that OE has placed on due process )Firs met with some

k

sticceks, being .in the obvious interest of accreditlriA agencies thems4Vds,

Agencies wh:ch have been subordinate ,;ections of larger professional
_ _ ...

,

associ4tions have.heen, or are being'. given .1 greater degree of administrative

independence so that their decisions may be iess vulnerable io charges of-
.

special interest. Aopeal procedures have been established and emOoyed, ;'%;

particularly by piroprietary school agencies. The effect has been to

rake accrediting more formal' and legalistic. Accredirine decinioas may
40.

410'

or may not .thereby have become fairer and .More. enuitA6)e. since fairness
A A

and equity are net merely matters of form blit also of substance.

The growing tendency to challenge accrediting agencies in th

courts - -or, what can often have the same effect, the threat to do so- h

been an unwelcome consequence of the growing importance ,of accrediting

in determining eligibility firir federal. funds.

Va.- first -action against' a roittonal a,isociation wos Pro ht

in 19-04 by the Ataue of North Dakota aminst the 'Iorth Central associ ion.

ad been dropped from membership bei: use its
.

pcesioent and seven senior st:di been removed without stated cause or.

North Oakota Agrict:Itorai Colle

heari.ng Thereafter. a 1,1liketiod of legal peac^ ensued until the Pa ,ons

(01100 soil, agairtok North ceh.X.ral In ltV and the Maryglrie Webster sui

agaim,t Middie States in l469-ttioth !jig' diF)CUSSed in an appendix). The

. 4

reRionais won all three caite3.0;t,t.uel the Marorie t,,:ebster outcomemay

hay been a pyrrhic v ricto'', 131.wei treainiv an expensive one. Four'

accrediting agencies can tate thWit*Apanies of .a lenthv court action
s. .

,
with equanimity. A court iiinnn f.1404154tic In slthesr ways. eitposing

e

k:1
k

.4

*4.

If; 1



-164-

_untidy, if not unedifying, aspects of agency operati6ns.

other actions brought against accrediting agencies in recent years

have included'the Crowell-Cc;llier-Macmillan snit against the N4Pional Home

Study Council; a suit by five accredited mortuary schools against the;

American Board of Funeral Service Education for imposing a standard

requiring students to have completed one year of college prior to enrollment;

4

a suit by the American Society 6f Medical Technologists against the

American Society of Clinical Pathologists to require it to relinquish 1-

control of the Board of Schools of Medical Technology; a suit by Blasi 011 Colle
I

Washington, D.C., to require the Accrediting Commission for Business.

Schools to accredit it; and a libel action against the Southern asso0a ion

by East Coast University, Florida. A proprietary school in the Distqc1

of Columbia and one in Chicago have threatened suits against ACBS and NAM,

respectively, to stop the withdrawal of accreditation; the American Bar

Association ha4 been threatened with suits for not receiving applications

or accreditation from proprietary law schools.

"You need an attorney by your side constantly," remarked the staff

dir,,tor of one regional association. Even the denial of correspondent.

:-.tatus has required a two day hearing before an independent board, with

attorneys present fur both sides. The rising danger of suits has led a

number of accrediting agettcies to take out libel insurance. Many agencies

Lavv .d-.o becoTe incorporated (including the National Commission on

Acc!rediting, in 196k). "Apparently, the primary reason for. incorporation

Is :be desire to insulate association officers from potential personal

liahility."37

(4-0u/ell-Collier-Macmillan asked the court to order the Commissioner

L auatioo either t,o ItAzove the Natitjnal Home Study Council from his

.lit tAslognized agencies or to direct it to restore accreditation to

CCM ,cttonls;ta New England college went to court (unsuccessfully) to get
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r

the commissioner to restore it to the higher education directory, from

which it had beemdropped; the commissioner has also been Oveatened with
\

suit for delaying actison NI an application oror recognition by tbe Saord_

ofeSchools of Medical Technology. \
,-----

The climate of litigiousness ha,- given the 10-.; connsei.a signiticaor

voice in AIES affairs; his oft ice Itas hei.n :ceque:itIy

and has been responsible for modijicat,iuns anJ delay,, in AIES action: due

process is, in part, synonymous with slower proci.ss. AIES discovered that

it was not itself abiding by many of the rules it was trying to get agencies

to adopt. As a result, its procedures fair handling recognition applications

have been changed in numerous ways znd wilf.doubtless change further in

accord with the dictates of "due procesis."

Whereas the 1952 and 196q criteria for,reognition wve prepared

quickly and privately by staff, iv cansyttation with a few authorities,

the 1974 criteria went through a tar mon, lahorioufs and.public process:

At least three meetings were held wiCi rOrcsentati:ct: of accrdiing

agencies (but not of state education °it:Vials) at t.-111,:% J dratt was

discussed and 50.6-16kies were circulatvd fkr iommetIT to ,tote and Cede -rat

I

\

officials, accrediting agencies, and knowldtigeibi the draft wa.

discussed repeatedly by the AIES advt.;ory cvtatt it!le 1969 trait ha,i4

:been discussed once) and went: through at, leas1-ti,ust. revisions over t eari2

than a year and,a half, before the final verion w.i , -4,:nt to the Xydritl

Register in August 19/3. (It did not get printed until March 1, 1974, t,u3 talc,

is another story.) True, some of these measure.,, were unplanned.i Some source:

say that the public meetings in the summer of 07:, were "forced' on ALES:

the April 1472 memfirandum cir,lilating Ow draft ,rtcsrla Jij mt refer to

Meetings and asked fil i-o ,ent within thirty da',. ilw first a....xbrtn4 in

ilnle wa!, convened by NCA, Eli.AHF ..--.1.,4retas Notm.sn bura, ;.as. ion theXnait.
f ,

and AIES tit-eitoi_Yroffitt was an ire.,:ted,4ae %ouct%el :,s1 in the
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1

1

-One 4ce -dititro.,,e.. '4,1m1,*ChIng 1=4.- learned and done 4bout "d4w p .),.i.

...)
,..,..--.

-I s.

11m..; t-lat *OE vIolatc.every irtiole
!

f

thic tiro( i2ss,"

t

cApecialiy in the.contlicting xesponsibilities of its advisory
1

1

°. , , , , '

and in the taiture to circulate df.itt criteria drat poll

. .
. .

.

,

.t
toiall interested partir,t, including.unrecognized agencies.

. .

The 1952 and 1964 criterid both provid that "No adverse decisiOu

. x

1

,

r_ . . wilt; become final without affording opportunity or,a hearinOr but the j.

, 1

1 i

proledures for arranging such a tearing were not specified add no
1 k

.

1

provision was made for an apt:teal. In April 1972, such' pr.ovis*ons wee

\formally drafted. h1 August 19/2, accrediting agency represematives' I
A ,1

. -,..-
..,....

r

t

,

p

ri

a

a

were for first time invited to appear before the advisory comalttee. i d

Ik

Unfortunately, it, cannot be said that the proced6re, which has lince..
.

,

1-becoMe regUlarized, has accomplished very much., Agency tepresertariveS.'t ;
-!.

t:
. .,

must like to 'appear before the committeeAecause.all seem:t.o.ha*e i

)

,

accepted th e opportunity; but their half hour allotmeht was usually

devoted to an eleentary recital of the Agyny'g history, current
,

. , . .

operations, and 'Mans, and a few polite civel4tions from committee wmbers.

nu erlit commiitee discu;Ivon was conddctej:later,-in closed se4sionw:
f

i

k
.

Howitver, the opt-ntng ,!si A port he Jeivi,;ort. COMMIEW me:cif:Fig \
, ,

. ,

: ) the p:1!lift. hf, 3.1so opened it fn .tdver;ar!el. Enemies and critic of

t

.e4 t k& pr4 t r t r lt:vasic -s

(0 EJP.R., JI:.;.vant4,4c 6: tEls oppotTunt:.;_ For vxamplc, fr;

-:ommtfvvIEFArd 71rts, A tri7ta:.1,,t from Portianik.

*

trililca,, -.;w3i. on bv!tiii 0: (A::: PortiAnd :i4..!..ilil ,tugo.,i-A..., \,+000ltitli)

Jg.11,14111t (Pc i:-..:410p00.0.tion 4ria 44:ArtiOra-ik "1 te Ar.eric..in Lourafit ,n Phafeu-
I.
,

tit.al fou,attua. tv n.irt.;; AVi, IviAt:-CnicitiVL:v ..-A thr, AMA tEt
. .. ..

i

. . .

i

.

,!...iakilvty 4pt.Ke.. .4.,41;),z rite p.-11:In- f.,,r re.0,4.!, 41 l'.-1 agt.nk-14-'s
- ,. __. . ........-

1

,

1 :rodttlne !-,4:1,0,.. ,)! .f:if.f.wt I:I 1.,uTrnOr 1",:t... -tntf c' :1.t.

\
. 1. 1

.

.

.

. ..
.0e
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Ellzabth's hospital, Washington, D.C., spoke against the standards of

the Association for Clinical Pastoral Education; and in December 1973,

Kenneth JernigA,'Presid nt of the Nati anal Federation .of the. Blind argued'
e

that recognition sho be withdrawn from the ;National Accrediting Council

for Agendies Serving the Blind and Viivally Handicapped (NAC) because it

"operatesundemodrat i ally and not in the best interests of the blind...;"38

A former member of tie N.I.0 board and strong public cri is of its composition,

operating methods, standards, and philosophy, Jernigan appeared by a route

that critic- of-other agencies may learn. "A/blind constituent wrote to

Senator Norris Cotton to ask that he help with the NAC problem. Senator

4044 inquired of the Office of Management and Budget," and w &s advised

by OMB confressional liaison officer Harold F. Eberle that "The Commissioner

of Education] will review his approval of such an accrediting body if an

I

organization dissatisfied witp his designation [i.e., recognition] files \ .

it
-.

a petition for 4u ch a relew. 1"39
.

\

. N.

The adversarial process has'.also been pursued by staff upon

the receipt of complaints against recognized agencies and at the time

1

of agency applications. The process that 40 due to each adversary is,

however, not at all clear. Rig4ly or wrongly, some agencies feel that

they have been treated unfairly. 'Thus, -a membe of one ilcreditink
0

agency. eomplains that "OE has never once asked" er agency "to co

on...the effectiveness" of a closely related agency. Another camp ins

that he was never given a chance to respond to "a massive *tacie.i.i:y a

second agency. Normally, .an agency is asked to respond to ehargeti received

by ,DIES, but soone
r
or later there must be an-end to the re-xchange of

1
.

,

responses to respohses. There have also been eharges of personal bias
I

and of simple erroi. by overworked AIES staff in ju4ging compliance vitt;

i

.. ,,-

various criteria.

. Fl
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Many of the complaints against rconized agencies

have :;)en JireiLkNJ At igi.'11:\I standards, which are not ,:11E1p4,1

\
to he judged by AIE:*. Much discussion was thretore generated.

the applications from the two agencies atcrediring chiroprati,'. schools.

Testifying for the AM10 H. Thomas Argue that "chiropractic

is filaiiscientific 1t" and recognition shoulsii ".g+ only to those who

pr4ide a valid...service...." The Lount.sil on ChItilractic Education.

hoevet. noted that ,:!;ircipra.-tic is a lawlui proles onv
.

licensed'wn

stites; that the commissioner asscated hcA vi.:cOgni4ed al;encfes "not
.,. ,

A-

on the Daxis Of their tenets. or.clegtas, but ripen their compliance with

thetublished criteria.".and "The Cqtancil m tv- and expects no

"4C Several committxtembers and senior ;:4Tie Official -felt that it
I :

was Ampoper for any government body to fudge the\cohtent of education:

1

ii \
II

4!tvr ali. the tommisrsioncr recogniied KenciteAriceiiing schools of
1

. I. 1

.art and musq.-, thc0144v and t%e hthie. all c: ..1!.1;t. tc.1;.:: .1vvieedl.'
...

unScientittc do. trines. !tionct!ielv!... rt'-.ognitili ksa:erred a kind of
1

ot tlenedirt Ion. ;- Lail 74;42-1' itInKt4Citools.it: r r

11: tistr.ilogy, iced t;ft met all

c.ritler.ia (AILS staff havv statva that the cri:1604,ton ot."Acceptake"

wal, .1;:.14hvd ipe:-1.411.i: to :.elp thou in deal4.11g with -charlatan" a-epcitb

In tleids like asttologF or 141tt.hcraft,)
41

It In nettre.Ill...

for 'an agency which wishes tb meet the criterit 6.) do so ,Alp rte. courtier

of time, with the help of thniohl;. 4tat: 4:;d co-ons%A. putting the r
0

Lommisstoner in a position where ne,zusr confer teco,ftlnik.o'n or equivocate

and become: vuluerable:tv a butt.

Complitnq att(*trii,: )7 c-mtzfol 0:.

-,1%rejitine;

was iLbcii sesking to 14et stuutinti, and 4.,

. .

ryptesitntcd _credting Dbdie And, ill t=ici 1.411vne....; tnA-
ei

I
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.

acceptant.e.. tiirongitout tn United StJts," criterion which

t 11:k t 1 -.IS the re,:og-

c

t, !ies. privatentt In p! 'sv,p 4oVerW711.11t

;,- it to promote privatepolicil and interests.

It 1-; inevitable eltat tn: One way or attpor. The recogni,-

t

tion of only nv Al.;on,-: in a tield i a way to force Ad private resolution

of fai t 1611141 tl h HOWe..r. suL-h a re,;olation MJN: -move shorter than
e

'the term of the NA..4:iJA:01,1. allying the government to the sitting/action

in J Ilv

he reception or a complaint is viflibly'linfluenced by the

dtl.f;ree to wic it is polPt ically prudent or advanries OE's policies. The

e opplainV of sex discrithinatOm in medical school istruck the right note:

though Avestionab17: documented. it was immediateliykaken up by AIES,

t

purstLi intensively en tront-;, and convert+ into a policy
,

ff1;,,,11-1,i.,TI to ai;enrte. The compLitit against the

!Otiona.1 Aoredit14.4 CounZil was unquestionably ws.0 documented, but

,Struuk the wroni! notv.-.Jiallenging the .0 poslicy of putting "public"

m,tritr... on It wis taken up by AIES more keluctantly,

and waq unlike/y to an injunction to all agencies. A major

inve.,t1gatii.ln or tit,- 3orth Centtill Commission Was launched in 1974

f,k,11...wit:g complaints fr, thc.ehalrman of the Southwestern Michigan College

'Opis.st;, 01 whith na.1 bean distributvd to numerous Congressmen and

sixA:,;utiv(' otticial. It wert to undertake suet, an investigation

cycfv.tlfte a ,ArttIPJ141,): wk.ie 1.s taff and budget

I:diV to b.! 1.7401

if7 Pic 1-1":;.4!%,VT 411 t: ni,

4..;c,1 7 tos% ir.117ti r clIONIdctativii

:{11

ti

t
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prosecutorial, and 5romotional roles. At tne arch '19)3:;ZssiOn 4,t \\

which representatives of the two rival.ehoi .ctic. arencies and the i.MA A

,

were present, one agencyjeftesentative was aping the discussion. ,Wien

' c

-.

the committee chairman leatned of this, ''first asked tliat.the recotding ,

. I

be stopped and destroyed and then change his mind. Which !Course\C/ns.

. 1

right? It was a public session, but u fun tranrscript was not avuilatIt , ,

,_.

to all parties and its preparation cqtld hardly' be enirusted.to one Ia.:don! 1

0

More impoitr w4s the dete illation of the public or confidentiO .

status of AIESOpiications and records. In July 1971,Elmer Jennings

\ -

,..

President of.the American Society of Clinical Pathologist, asked HEW .,
\

Zi
;/ ..

.

\

:

..

Secretary Elaiot.aichardson for the right to inspect OE records bearing
. , .

on the criteria4or recognition since -"the burden of proof (rests] on a .

1

/'

applicant to estahlish that -it Ilieet any criteria." Jennp-also aske4 ' 7
.

d,

1 ! ; , n.. 1

.

4 ,. e V N...., - i 7
to see all gorrespoOdence with any parties and file.memoranda bearing 1 i

, , ;

/

on ASCP apkacation0, including pertinent minutes and memoranda of advisory /

/ r

committee!meetings; and the records, correspondence, and file memoranda

0
on the applications of the Accrediting Bureau of Medical Laboratory

, -
.

Schools and he NatiAnali Association of Trade and Technidal Schools.
1 4

./ -- I.
.

i

Since these two agencies were recognized td akcrediLin fields in whidk
.. .

ASCP also accredited, Jennings felt he was entitled to see the "proofs
, ..--..

presented to show in What way th.ey meet all the criteria." Except for
----

a small amount of material Olich was, deemed:confidential, most of these.

paPe'is were event6ally made available to ASCP cowlsel, inc uding the

advisbry committee minutes. (A1973 Executive Order opened, up to the public

1

, .

many discussions and minutes of federal advisory committees.) In February

,
. 1

. 4..
1

%.. .

*.* ' 1973, AMA counsel Bernard Hirsh requested and was l
1

likewise granted access .

to the full applications of,'the two chirupractic accrediting agenci , a. Ed-
, * ,

;_A ,

!

-

deeisInn confirming that.4,gen..!y applications were in the public' d iri: 42
. 1

LI
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A distinction nonetheless prevails between documents which are

acPetisible only by direct inspection and those which are pub.lislqd and,

I

thus, widely accessible. The commissioner has yet to publish the
.

,
.precise terms of his own recognition actions, which, as we have seen,

1
r.

vary from a.rejection on stated grounds noncompliance to an unqualified

four year extension, with any and everyconceivable short - term,. temporizing,

qualifying, provisional, probationary, and conditional kind of recognition

in between. TIie uninformed public knowt only that an agency is,'or is not,

listed as "recognized."

The advisory committee's conflib ing functions are shared by AIES

staff. On the one hand,*they play a critical role in evaluating the degree

4to which agencies comply with each criterion for recognition: their.

knowledge and judgment are indispensable to enable the busy and less

informed. advisory committee to get through its heavy agenda, and its

recommendations normally.corfespond closely to those implicit in staff

evaluations. This evaluative function demands the utmost in objectivity

and neutrality.

On the other hand, the staff exercises a distinctly promotional.

role in stressing the value and importance of private accrediting and

helping to strengthepland improve it, Staff guide and assist agencies in

preparing their application for recognition. At that time, and after the

committee and co 11111 ssioner have acted on the application' the clarity

and candour. with which staff convey to the agency the detaila_of_any.

noncompliance and the measures that would place the agency'in fuller

compliance are vital to Its prospects of success. Many agency directors

who have achieved And retained recognition have thanked AIM staff for

their helpfulness; others, who have failed to obtain recognition have

felt unfairly treated--that they have been unable to get clear answers to

their questions abou't precisely what the'y must do to come into compliance.
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Plainly, the function of promoting accreditation, and of helping 'agencies

to obtain and maintain recognition, isin conflict with that of objectively

evaluating the agencies. A weakness which is'discerned in the process of

evaluation can be used either to deny recognition or to help an agency

attain it. The conflict resembles that of the AEC in both promoting the

development of nuclear reactors and regulating and licensing their construc-

tion and operation. In the former function, the AEC must gloss over dangers

to the thiblie interest and safety which, in the latter function, it must

scrutinize. Many observers have recommended that the two functions be

separated, and this is likely to occur during the current reorganization

of governmental energy program*. Should ALES move from quasi- to true

regulation of accrediting agencies, there would be warrant to remove its

promotional activities to another sector of OE. As things stand, there

should be a more open recognition of the conflict and a clarification of

policies,for dealing with:, it. A minor policy may be suggested immediately:

as government staff normally decline'hoipitality from applicants, so ALES

staff should decline awards and certificates of commendation from any

recognized agency. (Presumably they are not volunteered by agencies

whose applications-are rejected.) They should also avoid such blatantly

promotional actions as urging a proprietary school owner to applp/for

42a
'accreditation.
. I

The Fifth Amendment states that "No perion shall...be

depTived,of life, liberty, or property, without "due process of law...."

Due process to all is vital to a just government and the -rule of law.

But the spread of due process and the rule of law indicate that the law

has been extended to areas where it had not formerly been needed and

where informal.processes had served. In an address to the national

Association of College and University Attorneys, H4rIan Cleveland has



a

- 173

pointed out some of the drawbacks of "due process" in academia:

...A growing proportion of all academic people who don't

get what they want go to court about it. The more faculty
members are denied tenure, the more 'lawyers are needed to
prove that the processes were due. The more students con=
sider themselves not as objects but as subjects of higher
education, the more formal hearings and written regulations
there are likely to be....

It may be too late to avoid getting muscle-rbodnd. The

bureaucratizatien of rights and the neglect of responsibilities

may already be too far advanced. Administrative Procedure Acts

may already be too. pervasive, adjudication by the courts already

too widely substituted for the judgment of peers, the looseness

and multilateral collegiality of the academy already too rigidified

by written codes and two-sided processes,43

Due process is a :nixed blessing: a blessing, if the occasion is.

important enough to warrant the. time and cost and delay, and.if the result

is a fuller measure of justice; a curse, if the occasion is unimportant

and noting is achieved but delay, the appearance of justice, or (with

knaves who extract the last ounce of process) the deliberate perpetuation

of injustice. It is by no means certain if the growth of "due process"

in accrediting will prOve, on balance, a blessing o a curse.

Ethics

With no other OE policy is the gap between form and substance,

rhetoric and reality more glaring than that which endorses ethical

standards. With no other criterion is the specioudness.of the "compliance"
st

and "i1:11 compliance" constantly ,enjoined in the commissioner's cammuni-
.

cations to accrediting agencies more evident than that which requires

a recognized agency to have "demonstrated its capability and willingness

to enforce' ethical practices among the institutions, and educational

programs accredited by it." Willingness and capability! No churchhas

claimed what the government here enjoins: but a church must leave

something to God.
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Whatever is meant by this criterion? Two issues which have

been stressed of late, and were incorporated in the 1974 criteria, are

nondiscrimination and refund policies: the provision read, "has

delonstrated capability and willingness to foster ethical practices

among the institutions or programs which it accredits, including

nondiscriminatory practices in admissions and employment, and fair and

equitable student tuiti

came first and the criteri

refunds." In both caseA, it seems, tie issue

n second. As we have seen, nondiscrimination

was first presented as nece

even should it lower educati

ary to educational quality; fhen, as pecessary

al quality; and finally, as necessary on

ethical grounds., an alternative,suggested by Frank Dickey as more acceptable

to the accrediting community:

If a decision has already been made that there is a relationship
between quality and nondiscrimination...we then strongly object.
This would place the U.S. Commissioner in the position of deter-
mining educational standards, a position helms heretofore shunned.
....If the purpose of the statement is to require that accrediting
agencies enfdtrce federal regulations and statutes.on discrimination.
...this is not the proper role of accrediting agencies....If, on
the other hand, the purpose...is to make non-discrimination an
ethical consideration...the statement in the revised criteria may
be entirely appropriate. 44 -

The "fair and equitable...refunds" are a puzzle. FRACHE once

suggest$ that-this policy, too, should enter the criteria, if at all, only,

insofar as it might be relevant to tie's quality of education.45 No policy
*".*

has been explored and debated more exhaustively by OE. the Federal.Trade

Commission, the Veterans Administration, state'education'authorities, and

agencies accrediting proprietary schools. If, after all these years, OE

cannot state what a "fair and equitable" refund policy is, what is accom-

plished by the invocation of these werds other than the misleading

appearance of doing good? The policy is in large measure inapplicable to

specialized agencies and programs which do not control institutional

lbusiness practices. The fact is, it has been politically imposilible and

I
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technically difficult or impossible to set a single refund policy that

would be "fair and equitable" to all students and schools---proprietary,

correspondence, undergraduate. graduate, medical, and tuition-free nursing

schools. In April 1969, Assistant ALES Director Leslie Ross said:

Our recommendation'is that a refund policy operate as nearly as
possible on a pro rats basis, with;. of course, some allowance
for the added-costs of meetilig fixed expenses such as enrolling
a student and supplying him with his initial course materials.-
If.a refund policy departs markedly from a general pro rata
arrangement, there is always some suspicion of unethical practice.-4

Rut that was said to homq study schools, not to colleges which Operate on

a semester or annual basis. Proprietary schools protest that a pro rats

policy is discriminatory, as it is not reired of colleges; and with

somewhat more justice, that it taxes students.who remain r reimburse

those who drop out.. However, it woulelso reduce the pro,itability of

down-payment, revolving door enrollment practices. Many ctlileges have no

refund policy at all. The solution adopted by the Veterans Administration

has been to,impose pro rata refunds On unaccredited proprietary schools

and to accept the refund policy of accrediting agencies recognized both
a

by the Commissioner of'Education and state approving agencies (about half

recognize such agencies as AiCS and NATTS for this purpose). Since the

accrediting agency's refund policy is usually more libeial than pro rata,

it constitfites*
tfrit

significant business advantage of accreditation.
p

The hollowness of the OE refund rhetoric is most apparent with the
ft

regionals. The agencs accrediting proprietary schools may not do

everything they should or mean everything they.say, but they are acutely

aware of the tuition refund problem; they grapple with it

formulate and reformulate their policies on it, routinely

about complaints that students have not received fair refunds, and, on

constantly,

query schools

occasions which are rare in terms of the national incidence of student

MN 1
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dropouts, acctual]y obtain an increased refudd for the student.

The regionals do not assume even this nominal investigatory and enforce-

ment function. Their policy is to haveno.refund policy, but to

accept whatever may be the policy of member institutions ( including the

policy of giving no refunds): and this putative "policy" satisfie

AIES.

In May 1970, Conmissigner James Allen advised the North Central

Commission on Colleges and Universities that its recognition was renewed

for four years "provided that, within one year, the Commission demonstrates

its capability and willingness to enforce ethical practices among the

institutions which it accredits, with particular attention to refund

policies."' The year passed unnoticed by North Central. On September 13,

19/1, Ronald Pugsley of ihe AIES staff reminded North Central secretary

Norman Burns that:

As you know, when the Commissioner of Education renewed his
recognition...he stipulated that the Commission submit documentation
within one year that established its full compliance tWho?but AIES
staff in confessional knows when the cup of c.q.liance is quirt!
with Criterion 12 concerning capability and w llingness to
enforce ethical practices among institutions....[o date we have
received no response. As I would like to Include your response
on the agenda of the October 8-9 meeting of the Commissioner's
Advisory Committee..., your early attention to this would be .

appreciated.

To assist North Central in its response, Fugsley enclosed copies of

refund policy statements recently adopted by the. Southern and Middle

States association. On October 7 (too late-for the October 8 committee

meeting: the mater went over to January 1972), Burns replied:

The Executive Board of the Commission-on Institutions of Higher
Education ofthe North Central Association has adopted the following
statement oOtoticy to be included among the policies governing
our, relationships with institutions:

The institution is expected to have a refund policy, stated in
appropriate official publications, which is consistent with
generally accepted practice.
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That was the tuli text of the letter. And that, by all signs,

demonstrated to the satisfaction of the commissioner, North Central's

"capability and willingness to enforce ethical practices...."

However, according to Wort Central historian Louis Geiger, North

Cenital's failure to enfOrce ethical practices in Big Ten football

was not satisfactory to Norman Burns in a confrontation which Ike lost

in the 1950s. That epikode is recounted in another chapter, together

With current evidence of the regionals' inability to enforce ethical

practices in recruiting and advertising,,,or to prevent fraud and

malpractice by.college administrators.

Accrediting agency practices in handling complaints will be

diScussed more fully in the next chapter. In brief: the regiolials

do not accept responsibility to investigate individual complaints

unless they indicate conditions that may seriously impair the quality of

education; the agencies accrediting propiretary schools refer individual

complaints to their schools; specialized agencies vary in their

practices. However, the regional and proprietary school agencies,

represent the managers and administrators of institutions, not their'

students, while specialized agenciis represent the professions which

.
established them, and it is unrealistic to expect any agency to defend

other groups' interests as diligently as its own.

The feebleness with which professional associations enforce ethical

standards is notorious. "How do you ensure that the agencies you recognize

enforce ethical standard's?" Johli Proffitt was asked, on one occasion,

"We can't ensure this," was the honest enough answer. "W have to go on

the premise of good faith, hoping to maximize the awareness of accrediting

agencies and th.at they will maximize the awareness of the scbools."47 That`;

represents a sublime faith in the power of words. The Commissioner of

Education is an admidistrator, not a preacher. If agencies are to be in
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"full compliance" with his criteri-, it should be possible,to.comply fully

__and honestly with them: the criteria should be realistic, and not

'instruments of public or self deception. The ethics criterion fails this.

test.

"Public" Representdtives

The addition of "public" members to accrediting commissions has

been promoted by AILS as a means of broadening the outlook of accrediting

agencies, and dispotIng them toward the ipublic interest. The 1074

criteria require each agency to inclu eepresentatives of the

public in its policy and decision-makini bodies, or in an advisory or

consultative capacity that assures attention by the policy and decision-

making bodies." Tha one-step-forward and one-step-backward formulation

reflects an inescapable dilemMa. Accrediting agencies are creations

of schfols,or professional associations supported by accrediting

and membership dues; with rare exceptions (such as the American Psicholoiical

Association and the National Accreditation.Council for Agencies Serving

the Blind and Visually Handicapped) they have received no public funds for

their operations. They are private, not public, organizations representing

private Dot_ public, interests and have only such obligations to the public

as they willingly assume and are mandated or prudent for nonprofit, .mene-z

polistic organizations with quasi-governmental functions.

Terms like. "It/mai-governmental" or Alan Pifer's "quasi-nongovern-

mental"48 (the meaning is so loose, it is-unchanged 'by -66nesitive) attempt

to charactbrize an organizational form which'is still evOiving, still

uncertain of its respective responsibilities to_its constituents and the

public, and how best to resolve them. The private,'voltuliAristic, peer-

group traditiou of accrediting coexists-with-ItseCwii-Conception as an

activity which is, for mely purposes, - compulsory awictlopted by the -`4
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government. Whatever such an amphibious organization may be, it is

not a governmental agency and'should not be mistaken for, ot-axpfcted

to act like; one; and the addition of a few persons designated as

"public" members or advisers will.not materially alter that fact..

Who is a' "public" member? At one meeting of specialized'
11%

agencies, it was suggested that he is "someone who knows absolutely

nothing about the subject." According to the 1914 criteria,

"'Representatives of the public'...means representatives who. are lay-

men in the sense that they,are not educators in, or members of, the

profession for which the students are being prepared, or in any way

....are directly related to the institutions or programs being evaluated...."

The notion of a layman is clear if hardly narrow enough, and applicable

only to agencies accrediting professional programs 'All professions,"

Sir Patrick Cullen remarks In The Doctor's Dilemma, "ate conspiracies

against the laity." Can the addition of lay members appointed by the

profession moderate the conspiracy? By definition, they are unqualified

-'to judge technical professional standards, a screen capacious enough

to cover' many broader policies. Professional men appointed by an

independent body might prove more effective -(AIES uses such consultants

-in reviewing professional agencies ), if.not regarded as representatives

of a foreign power and disregarded by their fellow accreditors.

It isotasy to see how vembers of neighboring professions can help

to broaden the outlook of a.profession (as, e.g., a priesc, medical

economist, sociologist, pharmacologist, hospital administrator, nurse,

medical social worker, or investment pounselof can help A medical school

to broaden its training). But it is hard to see why one neighboring

profession should be chosen over another. Ultimately, each profession- -

living as it must, with the rest of society, despite its best efforts to

#

\achieve independence--must determine largely by itself the nature of its

ti



education. If members of neighboiing professions are disqualified, the

task of choosing qualified laymen in any but the most haphazard and arbitrary

manner becomes insurmountable:! AIES has not even suggested how it might be
/

done equitably and rationally.

The choice of "publAc" members for institutional accrediting agencies..

is no easier. The AXES citeria offer- as guidance only that they should

not be "in any way...ditectly related to the institutions...being evaluated...."

Is it acceptable, then, for the regionals to exchange board members? Are

representatives of ptofessional agencies acceptable on the boards or

commissions of vocational agencies and vice versa? AIES staff have expresse

.satisfaction with the appOintment of students--for example, by the Council/

on Social Work,Education, But they are "directly belated" to the institu-

tions be e aluated--ot does that expression refer only to employees?

Many students are also employees or receive stipends and other institutional

benefits. Of ourse, students can be "responsible" or "irresponsble,"
1

white Collar clr blue jeaned, Republican or revolutionary, undergraduate

or part-time, from Federal City College or Amherst. Neither of the two

students appointed to the AIES advisory committee in 1971 was an under-

/graduate; one was a Harvard law student and the other, a graduate student

in sociology at the University of Maryland. One participated extensively .

in the discussions while the other was largely silent;.neither represented

any discernible "student" constituency.

The North Central Association rejected a 1967 request from the

Assdciation of American University Professors that faculty play an official
V

role in accrediting "on the ground that this Eras 'special interest'

representation."
49

Consumer interest and environmental groups have

similarly been called "special interest" groups by spokesmen for govern-

ment, industry, and professional. associations. The National-Commission
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on Accrediting* however, has stated that college and university

trustees represented the "public." Why not? Some go.downward and some,

upward on the social and economic pyramid in their search. Lacking a way

to define and identify the "public," only two practical alternatives

remain to identify the special interests which should be represented on

accrediting bodies; and to identify the individuals or groups which should

name the members. AIES has adopted neither course.

The addition of laymen and outsiders to responsible positions on

accrediting bodies presents organizational and moral problems. The govern-

log board of accrediting agenciesfis normally elected or appointed by the

parent association or-constituent bodies. Board members of most professional

associations 4st be association members,, so that laymen are ineligible

to sit on the board of, for example, the American Medical Association or

the American Bai Association, as presently constituted, a fact which

presumably accounted for the alternative in the AIES criterion that

ney be given an advisory role.

To whom is the "public" member re4ponsible? If we cannot define

the public and f,t plays no part in appointing him, he has no way of report-

ing to, or consulting with, it. If he is appointed by the accrediting

agency and yet is fesponsible to an unidentified public, he can be

fesponsible only to his idea of the public, which is to say, to his own

educational and political conscience. That makes him irresponsible from

the standpoint of his fellow accreditors who must account for their

actions to members of their association. If, however--as AIES and the

accrediting agencies apparently intend--he is, like his fellow accreditors,

responsible to the association which appoints him, he cannot persistently

oppose its interests. In short, he cannot be what is purported: a

representative of, or spokestan for, the "public."
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The "public" members of the National Hone .Study Council accrediting

commission,provide a classic example.'

The council claims that while four of its members are from the home
study industry, five are public representatives. Among the public
representatives, however, have been Jack C. Staehle, a director of
LaSalle Extension University; Herold Hunt, a Harvard professor
who is also a trustee of a correspondence school; and Lawrence,C. '

Derthick, a retired official ofthe National Eddcatiod. Association
and a director of Intext, one of whoi4 three divisions is Interna-
tional Correspondence Schools. AskediOput the affiliations of the
public representatives, Henry Wellmant aisistant. to [the) director
of NHSC,' replied that the issue had come up a number of times.
"We thought this would strengthen the commission,"-he stated,
"because they would have some involvement in the home study industry."
Did he feel that it was deceptive to call such men "public" repre-
sentatives? "We have never felt that it was."50

There is no reason 'why, he should. Perhaps such appointments would violate

the criterion that no "public" member be "directly related,to the

institutions...being evaluated...." However, under the new criteria as

well as the old, virtually anyone whom an accrediting body. calls a "public"

member becomes one.

The self-serving character of accreditint, agencies is evident.

Raising educational ard professional standards serves also to raise the

statue and income of educators and professional men--and the cost of their

services. Hence, a basic tension, if not conflict, arises between the

immediate interests of accrediting agencies and the general

public. It does not follow that the public is always right or'that its

long-term and short-term interests are identical. Were the lay public to set

academic and professional standards, t141 might fall to the point of

endangering the public interest.

A similar tension, if not conflict, can exist between the interests

of educational "consumers"--i.e., students--and the public. OE has tended

to equate the two, 51 but they are often in conflict. The educational

consumer, too, is a special, short-lived interest group which bTnefits from

services subsidized by the public. It can be in the public's immediate
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st71%I r

interest to reduce the costs, and im -students' Inter.ots t' increase the
. .

quality, of,these services. Such a conflicj hJs develoit4 between the

National Accreditation Council for.Agencies Serving the Blind end Visually
'f'94%4

Handicapp (NAC) and the National, Federation of theBlind.

NAL a' model agepcy, by AIES standards, in the representation it

. gives to the "public," bet that has a major source Of its troubles

with the federatrontwhich charges that it fosters a custodial approach to

the blind, permits the payment of less ,than the minimum wage by sheltered
!, \

workshops" 2 'and denies adequate 'representation or) its board to the

organized blind. In short, the federation complains that,doing exactIy

tf what AIES wants, NAC is hurting the consumers of the services it accredits.

1 it appears that two separate philosophies. and interests are here in

eonflier: those n( rhp "nuhilie". and nt rho "ennallmar " it 4a ton 44mn1 o to say

,gY that the "public" is always right.

6641.

4iScuSsiOn

It,

How has the AIES approach been received?, In the dext chapter, we

shall report the experience hnd opihions of accrediting agencies, a's conveyed

in responses to a survey. Here, we shall deal with the queption in a.

broader and more summary fashion,

As noted, AIES's role has become more difficult. since 1971. Until

then-, it was able to implement Commissioner's Howe's phildOophy of relying

on accrediting agencies for the balk of the government's eligibility

determinations: It could act in relative concert with 'the major powers

a

" gat

in private acoreditiiig, as symbolized by the presence on the AIES Advisory

Committee. of the staff directors of NCK.and FRACHE. Afterwards, AIES has

. had to contend, on the one hand, with more openly critical forces in the

office of the HEW Seeretaiy and certain quarters of OE, and, 00 the other,
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with the possibility of open rebellion by .accrediting agenci, against

"

"government control." The November 1971 draft Newman report signalled-
.

. the disagreement with the AIES philosophy by HEW staff with too much power.

(;) be Unored; th#t staff delayed issuance of Commissioner VAln Ottinei

revised criteria%for recognition which had been scheduled for publication

the Federal Register in August 1973.:, The 0-tober 1973 report, "National

Policy and Higher Education," conarmed'that the Newman group adhered to ,

its earlier position that eligibility for federal program should be

separated from accreditation."

The,restiveness of the accrediting\establishment at the

tightening yoke of government regulation increased after the terms of.

Dickey and Burns on the AIES advisory committee nded in 1970 and Acting

Commissidher Muirhead dispatched the letter, in August 1971, informiig4
1

1i4

all recogniied agencies that "discrimination...adversely affects the

quality of...education...." By the fall of 1971, tir once cordial

relations between NCA and AIES staff- -John Proffitt,\Frank Dickey, and

Jevry Miller, Frof3tt's successor as NCA assistant director, were all

Members of the University of Kentuck, cabal to dominate national,-

accrediting --had grown cooler. Dickey and Millei prepar!d a paper on

.1%towing Federal Involvement in\Nongovernmehtal Accreditation: Where
4

P

Should the Line Be Drawn?" which stung AIES staff, as did the conveningt,
.

early in 19720e a conference tO which they were not invited, at
\ 1

which NCA - recognized agencies discussed their relations wlth'the

government./ The paper sa0 in OE's "growing influence in the, affairs

of nongoveilamental accrediting agenciesthe danger of "the:federal

goveinment gaining a beachhead in establishing educational standakds

and practices,.
54
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Attacked by some in HEW for being in league with accrediting

agencies, AIES staff now found themselves attacked by others for

attempting to control them. How could both chargeg be true?

Nonetheless, there was, we believe, truth in both. If relations

between NCA and AIES staff had deteriorated, it was with good

eagle: each was competing for a position of primacy in regulating

and representing private accrediting.- AIES had made notably more

progresi in that endeavor, and, since the departure of Dcikey from

the AIES advisory committee, NCA no longer played its former part

in shaping AIES polipy,or gained immediate knowledge of, it. The

efforts to 006 FRACHE and NCA and to broaden their constituencies,

Wilia has led. to the formation of,ttle Council on Postsecondary

Accreditation, represented a response by the private sector to the

very real threat of government control.

William Selden had proposed that "a completely reorganized

National Commission on Accrediting...serve...ai the Advisory Committee

r .

on Accreditation ror the U.S. Commissioner of Education...." The

taper by Dickey an d Miller ended on the same vain note.
55

The

suggestion is vain because it is too naked. The pripate sector may

ultimately control much of government - -is that not the meaning of

democracy" -brut to institutionalize that control, to make it.

immediate rather than uliiwate is to convert legitimate influence

into illegitimate power and, thereby,:to usurp the.functiOn of

government. The. thin line between the `advisory committee's "advice"

and the commissioner's official role in setting government "policy"

has been overite ped too often by the commissioner, in his unwise

routine invocati of the committee's adidce as the basis of his

action, to remain convincing.
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Much as critics from:Samuel Capen to Lloyd Elliot, James

Koerner, and Frank Newman have, for (among °theft) excellent reasons,

excoriated accreditation, they have nothing better to put in its

place. Some of the foremost current critics of accrediting have

privately conceded that to us.

A number of accrediting agencies, for their part," would.

like to be free of intrusive government reviews and the nagging

obligation to respond, or appear to respond, to goads and questions
-

from AIES staff that may derive from any source: the staff itself,

its advisers, the upper echelons of HEW, the public, or Congressmen

and, via them, any citizen and, of course, ell- informed enemies

in rival agencies0'factions, and unaccregted institutions. Some

agencies, such as North Central in its late, curt rbsponse to the

refund policy admonition, have gone to the brink oinoncooperatiort.

Federal money and the uncertainty of what would happen next have

stopped them there--thus far. The regionals -could most readily .

throw off the OE yoke and gain strength by doing so; they would need

a fit cause and a united iesolVe.

Undercur5ents deannoyance, a jockeying for advantage, and

occasional dispu es should not be mistaken for deep-rooted conflict.

The accord between AIES and accrediting agencies runs far deeper

than any discord. The agencies most hostile to AIES are those not .

yet bound by-its shackles: those not yet recognized or not

recognized for all program. The distrust of accrediting agencies

is directed less at AIES or OE than ac:government forces which

-neither can control.

A number of agencies have sough the commissioner's recognition

for its prestige, deriving no direct federal funds thereby, though some

public and private rewards may follow/indirectly from this mark ofrgood
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standing. in some cases, they had also gone to :VGA and been turned

away. Naturally, they are grateful to AIES.

Other agencies go their own way. "qome...want to have as little

to do with us as possible, and we leave them alone," says an AIES staff

member. The secretary of one such agency--an important one, which has

had serious trouble with AIES- -says, "We are just not much concerned abOut

OE. We answer their letters. We've not been at the puhlietrough,.so

these things seem academic to us." Not entirely academic however: the

agency hat taken some major steps to comply, or appear to comply, with OE
A

injunctions.

Agencies immobilized by conservatism and political and financial

weakness--the institution ssociations whici; finance accrediting have

many other things, which they deem more important, to spend money on--may

find AIES an irritant. But the largest block of agencies perceive it as an

ally. An ominous government notice requiring compliarice by a given date--

or.else!--can.help.to gain funds and support for accrediting

from association members and officers who are indifferent, recalcitrant,

or otherwise preoccupied. AIES serves the same function for accrediting.

agencies that they serve for accredited institutions and programs,, giving

them a weapon of unknown strength (will it fizzle or burst?) with which to

improve their status. This funCtion is explicitly recognized by

agency and AIES staff. Thus, the .director,of a major professional akiagy

remarked, "There are.four or flit. points in the [1974] criteria we .

do not now comply with. We intend to use this document [the new

criteria] to make some changes in our organization, which we have wanted

for a long time." He then added, jokingly, "We intend to place the blame,

of course, on thejOffiee ofEducation."56 "All of us in specialized

accreditation use you [AIES] to exact exchanges from our associations. The

new criteria are very beneficial for that reason," he repeated dUring an
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appearance More the AIES advisory committee.57 AIES staff members endorse

this use of the recognition process. "We try to strengthen the accrediting

agencies, because if they are not strengthened, the federal and state

agencies will have to step in more to fulfill their legal obligations,"

one said.58 "One reas4n this rating [of an accrediting agency] is so
F

' low," the advisory committee was told on one occasion, "is to give the

[agency directorj...clout to get improvement out of the [professional]

society. Our low rating should not be taken as a reflection on the

[director).....
59

We would be sorry if too much emphasis were placed on conflict

betwe acetediting agencies and AIES, FRACHE secretary Norman

Burns told a June 1972 meeting of accrediting agencies. We are both in

the same camp," united-against those [such as the Newman task force] who

60
would give-greater power to the government. Agency spokesmen say-that

they,have confidence in present AIES staff; were the staff to change,

relati6ns with the government might deteriorate. :Ninety percent of

regulation is the agreement you work out in somebody's office," said

ei

an agency ..counsel. "The fly in the ointment is the pressure of the

C)nsumer movement for full and open dealings in the regulatory area.

Someone is going to put that kin g! of pressure on OE and our option

61
for dealing in priv e with OE will jv reduced."

rqtNorman Bu was, we believe, right. Recognized agencies and

OE have been "in the same camp." OE is in the same camp because it

has no other camp to be in. Having tied the eligibility of degree-

granting institutions predominantly, and that of proprietary insti-

tutions exclusively, to accreditation, it has no practical alternative

to relying upon accrediting agencies, be they-technically good or. ppalling.

The injunctilms and admonitions have a hollow core. No recognized
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agepcy has yet had its recognition withdrawn, nor, under prevailing

policies, can the commissioner long withdraw recognition from an

agency whose accreditation establishei the eligibility of a considerable

number of institutions. He might painlessly withdrawredognition

from the agencies which serve no eligibility function; he can withhold

recognition from a new applicant; but until he establishes an

alternative to accreditation for eligibility purposes, he must rely

on the agencies which confer it. Two examples may illustrate the

point.

The commissioner has repeatedly bound the American Medical

Association in non-compliance with various criteria; he has refused

to recognize its accrediting in many new fields; and ALES staff have

pressed inquiries into several charges and accusations against AMA

and its collaborating agencies. But where would OE be without the

AMA? As things stand, AIES staff and copying machines are-overburdened

trying to suimarize the unfathomable activities of the Council on

Medical Education and its proliferating accrediting programs, each

with its own obscure terminology, complicated administration, and .

delicate politics. Occasionally, AIES staff have madelmistakes, which

they have acknowledged, in assessing a particular program's compliance'
4

With some criteria for recognition. The AIES Advisory Committee is

likewise overtaxed trying to comprehend all the complicated, inter-

.

linked issues in allied hea9h accrediting. Its D6cember 1973

meeting was Crowded with some\twenty representatives from these

agencies. To have each merely\recite ills name and briefly explain

.
his responsibilities would consume time betterdevoted to substantive

Issues: but how can any lay group come to grips with these issues

in the brief time available? For better and worse, OE, like the
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nation, is dependent upon the ANA; admonition and talk of withdrawing

recognition is empty without a viable alternative to its accrediting.

Our second example concerns an agency which has been in repeated

trouble with AIES, state Officials, and-consumer protection groups. It is

safe to say, on the basis-of a record established over many-years, that

the accreditation it has conferred has afforded inadequate protection to

many students; worse, that it has ciused many students loss and injury.

(The same could be said of other recognized agencies.) AIES is fully

aware of this record, which has involved repeated violations'of accrediting

standards by accredited schools. The advisory committee has discussed

the,resultant problems on several occasions; the commissioner has given

the agency repeated warnings--and repeated extensions of recognition. In

'one short period, officials of one state alone filed seventeen complaints

with 0E,against schools accredited by the agency.

In mid-1973, members of the agency's accrediting commission

were charged with a conflict of interest; a special inquiry was

launched by AIES and a special appearance wap made by commission

members before the AIES Advisory Committee. AIES director John Proffitt

sent a special letter to the commi sion secretary calling his attention.

to a long, liseof serious problems which gravely concerned federal

and state officials, including evidence of malpractice by accredited

schools, the fsency's failure-to enforce its standards, and the

consequent widespread victimization of students and waste of government

funds. In our opinion, no agency with such a record, applying for

initial recognition, could possibly receive it. Agencies have been

denied recognition for far less serious, derelictions, because they

missed several steps in the authorized accreditifig quadrille, with

no sign that students suffered thereby. Nonetheless, this agency
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(and ft is not unique) has remained recognized by-the commissioner

because he has no alternative to recognizing it. His use ot accredita--

tion cannot be a free choice, and his review of applications for

renewal can be a charade, unlesi an alternative means of eligibility

is available.

Shockod at what he learned in a study of'proprietary schools

in Texas, one young lawyer, Mark Berry, conclUded in 1970 that "To

prevent the continued misuse of federal funds, the United States

Commissioner of Education should withdraviapproval of ACIDS as a

nationally recognized accrediting body.-

All sorts of reasons can be found why recognition has never`

been withdrawn_from an agency,'but all remain unconvincing. It

. .

. , . might s ply be-said that OE has become so addicted to accreditation

that it annot face the symptoms of withdrawing recognition. .The

'14t---(

.

.
, .

commissioner could not, some contend, withdraw recognition without

punishing manr,inhocent schools

he had no. authority to withdraw

guilty of flagrant malpractice.

for the sins of the 641ty, and until .1972,i

eligibility froth accredited schools

That is hard to believe, but that

is what is asserted: that the law prevented HEW from stopping fraud:

that the law prevented good management. However, now that the law

has given the commissioner explicit authority to withdraw eligibility

from an accredited school, he has yet (October 1974) to exercise it.

-AIES staff have, in fact, envisaged what might be done

should the commissioner ever be forced to withdraw recognition

from an important agency. Eligibility for the accredited schools
4

would be extended for a period. During that period, it can be

expected, the agency would (assisted by some of the best national

authorities and tags staff) rapidly transform itself into a very

e
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model of a model accrediting It would then reapply for

recognition and, after executinglthe appointed quadrille what could

the Commissioner do but grant recognition? A similar series of

events has already occurred", in which a highly suspect agency was,

at great cost and labor, converted into 'a highly model one. The

same personages figfted in both agencies.

Berry belieVed that 0Enhas become subservient to the
1.4

interests it,is supposed to. regulate. 1,63 That was an overstatement;

another young lawyer, Matthew Finkin, has concluded that the commissioner

is not supposed to regulate' accrediting agencies at alli'without

specific statutory instruction.
64. It is more correct to say thA70E

and accrediting agencies haVe become interdependent; neither 1.4

free, because each has bound itself to the other: no recognized agency

has declined to undergo review, and the commissioner has.declined to

use'alternative means of rendering schools eligible. Hence the unholy'

marriage, dangerous to both parties, failing adequately to protect

students and the public while endangering the independence of

accrediting agencies.

Wk.
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Notes

. ViltmrWhile the Office of Education now seeks to make accrediting
agencies responsive to thg public interest 'as oppeeed to parochial
educational or professional interest' the legislative histories make it
abundantly clear-that the system of federal reliance was based on those
agencies functioning precisely in the 'service of the narrower educational
community.' Thus any alteration in the system so established requires
congressional action" (Matthew W. Finkin., "Federal Reliance on Voluntary
Accreditation: The Power to Recognize as the Power to Regulate," Journal
of RI: and Education, July 1973, pp. 374-5).

s

2. Ibid., p. 372.
3. April 1, 1974 letter from :latthew W. Finkin.

.

4. December 21, 1967 memorandum of Associate Commissioners Ralph
C.M. Flynt and Peter P. Nuirhead to Commisisioner Harold Howe II, "Accred-
itation Review and Institutional Eligibility under OE Programs."

5. The statement on "Definition of the Scope of Recognition Granted
to Each Accrediting Organization" adopted by the commissioner in May 1969
stated:

"The Commissioner of Education is required by law to grant recogni-
.tioeeto- those accrediting bodies which he determines to be reliable authority
as'io the quality of education or training offered and to publish a list of
those recognized associations and agencies. Since this list does not
specify the category of schools or programs for.whichthe accrediting,
agencies are recognized to accredit, it is possible.for the accrediting

...agencies to enlarge their accreditation. activities to include additional
categories of training. This sometimes results in a situation where two
or more accrediting agencies ultimately accredit the same category of
schools. For instance, the National League for Nursing and the National"
Association for Practical Nurse Education and Service, Inc., both iiccredit
practical nursing schools. Another result may be seen in the case ,of the
National Association of Trade and Technical Schools which was recogndzed
on the basis; of its accreditation of trade and technical schools, but
has now begun to accredit paramedical schools.and programs.

"Therefore, in each instance- where the Commissioner grants recogni-
tion or renewal of recognition to an accrediting agency or association, he
will specifically define the scope:of such recognition. The accrediting
agency is, however, always free to enlarge its scope of recognition. The.

agency is required to file a notification of intent to enlarge its program
of accreditation. This statement should enumerate its proposed procedures
and standards for accreditation. After review by the Commissioner's ,

Advisory Committee on Accreditation and Institutional Eligibility, the
ageney will be notified of the Commissioner's decision regarding recogni-
tion of its expanded scope of operations. Lack of such recognition, of
course, would still not deny the accrediting organization theight to
proceed.with its expansion, if so desired."

6. 'Summary of twe.Ity-two recommendations and actions of the Advisory
Committee on Accreditation and Institutional Eligibility at its September
16-17, 1968 meeting, all subsequently approved by the commissioner
(Accreditation and.Institutional Eligibility Staff, undated, 7 pages off set).

7. "Comparison of Lists of Nationally Recognized Accrediting
Agencies Issued by USOE and NCA," National Commission on Accrediting gegglOt
September 1966, p. 1.

8. October 25, 1968 form letter of information from John R.
Proffitt...to accrediting agency staff and other interested persons (3 pages,
offset).
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9. Accreditation and In4itutional Eligibility Staff, "Pro-
cedures for Recognizing Bodies as Nationally Recognized Accrediting
Agencies and Associations," February 26, 1969 and "Procedures for
Periodic Evaluation of all Accrediting Agencies and Associations Re-
cognized by the U.S. Commissioner 01 Education," May 1969.

10. Harold Howe II, U.S. Commissioner of Education, Policy
Statement, "The Role of Voluntary Accreditation in the United States,"
November 19, 1968.

11. Communication of October-1973 commenting on our question-
naire to accrediting agencies.

12. Discussion of proposed new criteria at a meeting between
staff of AIES and agencies accrediting in the health and allied health
arias, Washington, D.C., June 7, 1972.

13. March-26, 1970 memorandum to Dr. James E. Allen, Jr., U.S.
Commitisioner of Education, from Frank G. Dickey, Chairman, Advisory
Committee on Accreditation and Institutional Eligibility.

14. April 28, 1974 letter to Harold Orlans.
-15. January 13, 1972 letter from Glen R. Leymaster to John R.

Proffitt.
16. Remarks at a meeting .of allied health accrediting agencies

to discuss proposed new criteria for recognition, Washington, D.C., June
7, 1972.

17. September 26, 1972-letter from Proffitt to Dr. C.R. William
Ruhe, Secretary, Council on Medical Education, American Medical Associa-
tion.

18. That, at least was our impression based upon the manifest
antagonism between rival agencies accrediting the training of.laboratory
lechnicians Practical nurses and computer programmers. However, a reader
from a state education agency disputes this, writing, "Our experience
indicates that the-proprietary agencies have carefully partitioned the
field by prior agreement, The present realities convince me that there
is no competition among agencies." .

-19. "The USOE staff voiced concern that proprietary schools which
have not received some form of Institutional accreditationmare.being
considered for AMA approval of specific allied health programs.... In the
event-that reports were received concerning administrative mismanagement
of a student loan program--or failure to maintain ethical standards--in
a' school that had not received institutional accreditation, the Office
of Edgcatilon would be placed in an extremely difficult position.... For
this reon, the Office of Education cannot extend funding eligibility
status to proprietary schools which have AMA-approved programs but which
have not received institutional accreditation through a recognized agency.

"Dr. Rube indicated that negotiations are underway with the
National Association of Trade and Technical gchools...to coordinate joint-
accreditation efforts; These discussions, hqwever, have not been com-
pleted" (Minutes /of an AMA - AIES staff meeting, Chicago, August 1, 1973).

The discuSsionErhad been going on since at least 1971.
20. Frank G. Dickey, "Accreditation News,and Views -- Some Good,

Some Bad," address to Southern Association of Collegep and Schools,
Atlanta, Nevember 30, 1971.

21. The-Accrediting Bureau of Medical Laboratory Schools, the
Association of Independent Colleges and Schools, the Cosmetology Accredit-

. ing Commission, the National Association of Trade'and Technical Schools,
and the National Home Study Council.

22. Mark Curtis, chaff an, "Rellort of the Committee op Proprietary
Eduaation," Federation of Regidhal AccreditiAg Commissions of Higher
Education, August 25, 1972 (offdet).

23. October 26, 1972 letter of Robert Kirkwood to the Commissioner
of Internal Revere and January 10, 1973 reply to the Federation of
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Regional Accrediting Commissions of Higher Education from Milton Cerny;
Chief, Ruling Section, Exempt Organizations Branch, Internal Revenue
Service.

.. .

24. August 29, 3.973 letter to Federation of Regional Accrediting
Commissions of Higher Education from J.A. Tedesco, Chief, Exempt Organiza-
tions Branch, Internal Revenue Service.

25. Donald C. Alexander, Commissioner of Internal Revenue, remarks
propared for. delivery before the American Society of Association Executives,
New Orleans, August 29, 19734

, . .

26. Frank G. Dickey, Annual Report of Executive! Director,` fttional
Commission on. Accrediting, March 16, 1970, p.,4; bracket1 insert, August \..,t,
1972 interview with NCA representative.

27. J.B. Lon Hefferlini "The Vest--A Historical Sketch," in National
Commission on Accredition, The Past and the Future, National Commission on
Accrediting, Washington, .D.C., 1965, p. 10. .

28. Thomas'Cinley, remark at National Commission on Accrediting
annual meeting in Chicago, April:5, 1973. ,

29. "Institutions Urged to.Comply with NCA Recognized List,"
Reportki, National Commission on Accrediting, November 1971, p. 2.

30. Samuel P. CiPen, "Seven Devils in Exchange for One," 1939
address reprinted in The Management of Universities, Foster and-, Stewart,
Buffalo, N.Y., 1953, pp. 256-70.
. 31. Minutes of AMA - USOE staff meeting, Chidago, August 1, 1973.

.
32. William A. Kaplin, "Comments," Workshop, Due Process in Accred-

itation sponsored by the-U.S.. Office of Eduiation and the National
Commission on Accrediting, May 18,.1970 (offset). 1.

.

33. Workshop, Due'Process in Accreditation, it41
34. William A. Kepliujand J. Philip planter, "The. gal Status of the

Educational Accrediting Agency,O0Cornell Law Quarterly, Fall 1066,. 114.
35. In December 1972, propr = school agencies 'were faced with

"a very heavy load of appeals," ace rding to one inforiant. In contrast,
Puffer and his associates report the of =52 accrediting decisions by
regional commissions, only six were a aled4,411 in the North Central
region. "Of these appeals only one was successful in overturning the

original decision of the commission.-4." (Claude E. Puffer, et al., Regional.
Accreditation of Institutions of Higher Education., July 1970, FRACHE, Chicago;
Vol. I, p. 247). .

36. Many authorities believe that the Court .of Appeals judgment was
wrong; and, as has been noted, the regionals have been moving voluntarily to
render for-profit colleges eligible for accreditation. Donald'Baker, Director.
of Policy Planning for the Antitrust Division of the Department of Justice,
writes,' "I personally think that this case (Marjorie Webster] was decided
wrongly....The association's flat refusal to consider Marjorie Webster for
membership seemwentirely inconsistent with the Supreme Court's decision in -.- ,
Silver v. New York Stock Exchanme, which require procedural due process for
exclusion" ("Antitrust and the Non-Profit Organization," Non- Profit Report,
March 1973, p. 17).

37. Kaplin and Hunter, op. cit., p. 108, footnote.
38. November'31, 1973 letter from Kenneth Jernigan to John R. Proffitt.
39. .September 27, 1973 letter from Kenneth Jernigan to Harold Orlans,

and March 22,..1973 letter from Harold F. Eberle, Congressional Liaison, Office.
of Management and Budget, to Honorable Norris Cotton, United States Senate.

40. 0. Thomas Ballantine, M.D., "Statement f the American Medical
Association," March 28, 19/3; and "Presented,by the ouncil on Chiropractic
Education to Advisory Committee on Accreditation andInsitutional Eligibility,"
March 28, 1973.
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41.1, e 7, 1972 Washington, P.C. meeting of HIES staff with
staff of alien es accreditingl.n allied health fields to discuss proposed,
cr.teria for recognition.

42. July 26, 1971 letter from Elmer R. Jennings, M.D.,- President,
American Society of Clinical Pathologists, to The Honorable Elliot L.
Richardson, Secretary, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare;
December 19, 1973 telephone conversation with ASCP counsel John D. Conner;
and February 14, 1973 letter from John R. Proffitt to Mr. Bernard D.

. Hirsh, General Counsel, American Medical Association.
42a. Cf. a September 25,.1972 letter from an AIES staff member to .

Thomas Louden,.owner of the Brainerd Beauty College, Brainerd, Minn., stating
"I urge you to apply for accreditation by the Cosmetology Ace:editing
Commission."

43. Harlan Cleveland, "The Muscle-Bound Academy," Management Forum
March 1973. Cf. Francis Canavan, - "The Process That Is Due," Journal of
Higher Education, February 1973, pp. 114-23e

'44. July 25, 1972 letter fro FraUk G. Dickey to John R..Proffitt.,
45.. "It is wholly appropriate that the accrediting agency include

the matter of refund policy among the evaluative criteria on which it bases
its judgments of institutional quality....However, if a performance standard
such as a requirement that the institution maintain.a particular. type of _refund
poliCY'is to be set forth, not as one of many indicators of quality but as
requirement to be met as a matter of soical policy; it must be set up and
enforced by USOE as a condition forligibility forfunding" ("Relationships
of Institutional Accrediting Agencies and the USOE," FRACHE statement,
October 1970). A

46. Leslie W. Ross, "The Role of the U.S. Office of Education in
Accrediting," address to the annual conference of theNational Home Study

'Council, Scottsdale,'Arizona, April 29,_1969 (National Home Study Council
News, June;1969 Supplement).

47. Remarks at a November;l0, 1972 meeting in-Chicago of staff of.0
AIES; The AMA Council on Medical Technology.-

48. See Alan Pifer, "The Quasi NongovernmenialOrganization," Annual
Report, Carnegie Corporation of NCW York, 1967,

-LualErg:Cerier, "Voluntary Accreditation,: A History of the
North Central Association, 190-1970; North Central Association of Colleges
and Secondary Schools, George Banta Co., Menasha, WisConsin, 1970, p. 152.

50. Paul Starr, with Jim Henry and Ray Bonner; Troubled Peace, An
Epilogue to Vietnam, The Nader Report on Vietnam Veterans and the Veterans
Administration, Center for the'Study of Responsive Law, Washington, D.C.
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51. The Federal Interdepartmental Committee on' Education (FICE) tastt
force on educational consumer protection, chaired by iiES director Proffitt,
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consumer constituency. Teachers and school administrators as well as pro-
fessianal_educators are recipients of educational services, as well as the
suppliers of such services. Local and state governmental agencies, the
Federal Government, business corporations, and private foundations are also
important members of this diverse consumer group" (FICETask Force on
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workers 'be paid at least the applicable minimum wages as required by law. (In
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E. The View from'the Accrediting. Age ties

Summary
814"0PrAVA/LARE .

,

Accrediting agencies vary greatly in size, purpose, and plipoitance.
It is a mistake to treat them ali-r-the North Central commission, which, in
the fall of 19734 accredited 677 colleges chdAuniversities in 19 states,
and the National Association for IndusLuiarlIchnology, which had vet to
accredit its first.program--alikend their experience as ef ecual. import-
ance. That mistake is almost inevitahli in a_survey such as-Ve conducted
of the 58 accrediting agencies recognized by the Commissioner .of EducationI
and /or the NationaommisSien.on Accrediting. It should he kept .42 mind
in interpreting the responses reported in this chapter. -.

Recognition is val4ed for the status aced tangible benefits it may
bring, but accrediting is not contingent upon it. Accrediting long antedate
the beginning of tormal7aco4r.frion by OE and NCA in the 1950s; much accred -
-iting (by both recognized and unrecognized-agencies) thrives without recogni-
tiorkby OE.,,6r NCA (both of which confine their recognition to de gnafted
agency programs). Most educational programs derive no eligibility benefits
from accreditation, since OE policY hinges eligibility upon institutional,

'nor program, accreditation.

Most respondents regarded NCA and OF criteria for recognition as
clear and reasonable and their review procedures and policies as fair and
reasonable. However,many criticized the slowness of OF review and the
composition of NCA and of the AID'S Advisory Committee, wanting more repre-
sentation on tL,se of, professional, vocational, and proprietary
education and more direct contact with the ATES Advisory Committee.

The regionals and some specialized accrediting agencies disclaim
responsibility for receiving public complaints, except in the few cases
when they reflect on the acereditabilitv of a school or program.. Other
specialized agencies and those accrediting proprietary schools will in-
vestigate complaints against accredited schools, most of which Mtome from
students, faculCY, and Other schools. Though the. service thus rendered
is better than no service at all, it is not adeo44te to prevent or rectify
educational malpractice and misrepresentation. However, aecreditors take
a notably sanguine view of the educational world: only 6 of 51 respondents
felt that, misrepresentations in catalogs.-advertising, or recruiting were
a significant problem at any of their accredited schools.

Most respondents liked the present linkage of\ccreditation and
eligibility and would extend it to other programs such as veterans benefits.
At the same time, they wouldlike OE to relax its review of'their operations
or delegate it to a private body such as a reorgagized NCA repres nting a
broader range of postsecondary educational interests. Their over 11 position
seemed to be: accreditation is our best widespread test of eduea ienal
quality; accredited schools should be eligible for government pro ams; and
accrediting agencies should be trusted to accredit without undue government
scrutiny. Despite a favorable attitude toward the A1ES staff ft was a
government staff and ttie government should utilize and/or promote, not

- control, regulate, or inspect accreditation.



The present chapter will examine the government's recognition and

use of accrediting agencies as viewed by agency representative ce

we`14all rely in large measure on their responses to our questionnaire,

distributed in September 1973, something more should be said al;Out this.

One cannot talk of accrediting agencies in one breath. The

regionals are established and yet sensitive: they stand on their dignity,

while responding slowly to outside'forces;they bring to mindthe dinosaur

who, hit in the tail, says "ouch" a week later. The agencies accrediting

proprietary schools are making it; open and cooperative with OE in public

and subtly resistant, when necessary, in private, they know their way

around Washington and state capitals and can teach some things to the

lobbyists in One Dupont Circle. The professional accrediting agencies

are much and little, powerful and weak, inescapable and inconsequential.

In 1973, the Council on Medical Education of the American Medical Associa-

tion tccredited2,693 programs at 1,747 schools; the NdtiOnal Council for

the Accreditation of Teacher Education, 2,620 programs at 524 schools; and

the Engineers Council for Professional Development, 1,522 programs at 495

schools. The Council on Podiatry Education accredited 5 schools; the

American Osteopathic Association, 8 schools; and the National Accreditation

Council for Agencies Serving the Blind and Visually Handicapped, 14. Spokes-

men for some professional agencies are caustic about the incompetence of

AIES staff and hostile about their presumptuousness; others praise AIES for

strengthening the quality, independence and importance of accrediting.

It was important, we thought, to ask all recognized agencies about

the use of accreditation for eligibility purposes and their experience wl.th

AIES recognition procedures, not just to gain information but also to give

them a.formal opportunity to record their opinions about government policies



and practices which affect them. Yet it is difficult to prepare a common

set of questions for agencies with such varied character, purposes, and

circumstances, and unwise to treat all responses as of equal weight. Survey

statistics are a great equalizer, and the pledge of anonymity precludes the

identification of individual respondents or agencies except for their answers

to three sets of questions (dealing with the number of schools and /or

programs accredited, the normal period of accreditation, and the eligibility

of proprietary schools for accreditation) which, they were explicitly ad-
04

vised, might be reported.

Respondents were.promised that "Answers to all other questions will

he seen only by the project staff....and will not be ascribed to an identified

person or agen'y without written permission." Despite this assurance, four

staff directors sought, and were given, personal assurance of confidentiality

before responding. It may be assumed that many others replied with discretion.

Survey forms were mailed to 58 agencies early in September'1973 and

retwrne4 by all, by early November. Thirty-one agencies were recognized by

both the Commissioner of Education and the National Commission on Accrediting;

twenty-four by the commissioner alone; and three, by NCA alone. However, by

common consent, the AMA Council on Medical Education replied, on a single

form, for itself and siX agencies collaborattng with it in allied health

accrediting: the American Medical Record Association, the American Physical

Therapy Association, the Joint Review Committees for Radiologic Technology
Ow.

and Respiratory Therapy, the Board of Schools of Medical Technology, and

the American Occupational Therapy Association. The last two agencies also

submitted their own forms. Thus, the maximum number of responses to various

questions was 52, 54, or 58. Separate forms were sent to all ten regional

accrediting commissions recognized by the commissioner. Those from the

seven commissions of higher education were returned in a packet by FRACHE
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director Robert Kirkwood, who also kindly submitted his answers to many

qi'lestions and granted permission to quote them.

The questionnaires were sent to the staff director of each recog-

clized agency. Six forms, all from specialized agencies, were completed in

whole or part by the accrediting commision chairman, and nine were completed

(or, more.precisely, signed) by two or more persons.

The Number of Accreditations

Table 1 reports the number of. programs and/or schools accredited

by the 58 agencies in the fall of 1973, the net number added since the

fall of 1972, the normal period of accreditation, and the year each agency

was first recognized by the commissioner and NCA.

The statistics on the number of programs and/or schools accredited

look crisp and clear--until one looks more closely. We asked, "How many

programs'and/or schools are now accredited by your agency? (Thus, if 3

programs are accredited at each of 30 schools, the answer should be 90

programs at 30 schools. If your agency accredits only schools of insti-

tutions, enter °illy-the number of schools.)" The effort to identify,

respectively, the number of programs and of separate institutional sites,

was only partly successful, as'an inspection of individual responses will 4

indicate. A more accurate and complete account would require a separate

survey, with careful definitions of "program" and "school," and a distinC-

tion between "schools" (oflaw, forestry, nursing, etc.) which are, and

are not affiliated with a larger educational or business enterprise. Thus,

the total number of separate program accreditations given in the table is

incomplete, while that of institutions cannot be accurately determined from

the data. However, th6Se 58 agcticies accounted for a minimum of 29,895
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Table I a

th IZ,co::ni...t,k1 Ace red it ink`, agencies

This list presents th, full names
recognized by Lhe Commissioner of
CommiJsion on AccreditinA as 01
listing follows that of Tanle 1,

Highe'r commissions

of the 58 accrediting agencies
Education and/or the National
the- summer of 1973. The order of
in which the names are abbreviated.

1. Middle States Association of College and Secondary Schools,

Commission on Higher Educati4n
2. New England Association of Schools and Colleges, Commission on

Institutions of Higher Education
3. North Central Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools,

Commission ,cut Institutions of Higher Education
4."'Northwest Association ofie6ndary and Higher Secbools, Commission

.on Higher Schools
5. Southern Association of Colleges and Schools,7Commission on Colleges

6. Western Association of Schools and Colleges, Accrediting Commission

for Senior Colleges and Universities
7. Western Association of Schools and Colleges, Accrediting Commission

for Junior' Colleges

Other regional commissions

8. New' England Association of
Secondary School:

9. New England As of

Technic4.1 Institutions ,

Schools and Colleges, Commission on Public

Schools and Colleges, Commission on Vocational

10. Southern AssocSption of Colleges and Schools, Commission on Occupationa4

Education Institutions

II, Fhe Board of llervots of the Universitv o, the State of New York, the

State Education Department

Proprietary School Agencies

12. Accrediting 1?urean orMiedical Laboratory Schools
13. Association of independent Colleges and Schools, Accrediting Commission
14. Cosmetology Accrediting Commission

15. National Association of Trade and Technical S chools, Accrediting

Commission
15. Nationa4 Home. Study Council, Accrediting Commission

Specialized agencies

17. National Architectural Accrediting; Board

18. National Association of Schools of Art, Commission on Accrediting

19. \ccrediting Association of Bible Colleges



- 2u6

20. National Accreditation Council for Agencies Serving the
Blind and Visually Handicapped

21. American Assembly of Collegiate Schools of Business
22. American ChemicalSociety, Committee on Professional Training
23. Association for Clinical Pastoral Education
24. American Dental Association, Council on Dental Education
25. Engineers' Council for Professional Development t

26. Society of American Foresters
27. American Board of Funeral Service Education
28. knerican Home EConoMics Association
29. AcWoditing Commission On Graduate Education for Hospital

Adihinistration
30. National Association of Industrial Technology
3lu American Council on Education for Journalism, Accrediting Committee
32. American Society of Landscape Architects
33. Association of American Law, Schools
34. American Bar Association, Section of Legal Education and Admissions

to the Bar
35. American Library Association, Office of Library Education
36. Liaison Committee on Medidal'Education of the American Medical

Association and the Association of ATerican Medical Colleges
37. American Medical Association, Councils -on Medical Education
38. American Medical Record Association, Committee on Education and

Registration
39. Board of Schools .of Medical Teehitology of the American Society of

Clinical Pathologists and the American Society for Medical Technology
40. American Occupational Therapk_Association, Accreditation Committee
41. American Physical Therapy Association, Committee on Accreditation in

Basic Education
42. Joint Review Committee on Education for,Radiologic Technology of lhe

American College of Radiology and the American Society of Radiologic
Technologists

43. Joint Review Committee for Inhalation Therapy Education of the American
Association for Inhalation Therapy, the American College of Chest
Physicians, and the American Society pf Anesthesiologists

44. National Association of Schools of Music
45. American Association ofNurse Anesthetists
46. National League for Nursing
47. American Optometric Association, Council on Optometric Education
48. American es.teopathic Association, Office of Education
49. American C.A.Incil on Pharmaceutical Education
50. American Podiatry Associating', Council on Podiatry Education
51. National Association for Practical Nurse Education and Service
52. American Psychological Association,-Education and Training Board
53. American Public Health Association, Executive Board
54. Council on Social Work Education, Division of Educational Standards

and Accreditation

55. American Speech and Hearing Association, Education and Training Board
56. National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education
57. American Association of Theological Schools
58.; American Veterinary Medical Association, Department of Education and

Licensure



separate accreditations. TItt represented an average of 515 each or, dis-

counting ithe New York Regents which alone registered 8,100 programs, 382

each. Given the normal period of from 5 to 10 years between accreditation

visits, that would suggest an average \of from 38 to 76 annual accreditations

per agency, oF from under one to under two a week.

Both OE and NCA have confined their recognition to the accredit-

ation of educational institutions and programs. (NCA considered but

rejected the recognition of agencies accrediting noneducational

institutions such as museums, hospitals, laboratories, laboratory animal

quarters, rehabilitation facilities, and correctional institutions.)

For example, in the fall of 1973, the National Accreditation Council for

Agencies Serving the Blind and Visually Handicapped accredited some 49

institutions... Of these, 14 were schools for the blind and the remainder,

sheltered workshops, rehabilitation centers, libraries, and other agencies

providing services to the blind.. The commissioner has recognized NAC only

for its accreditation of schools. Of course, .the restriction of recogni-

tion to a portion of an agency's accrediting does not stop unrecognized

activities: it may help them, insofar as recognition enhances the agency's

professional reputation and public standing. However, the eligibility of

schools or programs for federal programs is restricted to those whose

accreditation has been explicitly recognized by the commissioner.

Many recognized agencies (perhaps half of the specialized agencies)

conduct extensive accrediting not recognized by the commissioner or NCA.

It is difficult to estimate the extent of this unrecognized activity.

It extended to 2,000, perhaps many more, programs, mainly at pre-

Iliecalaureate -an rro!!rani ecbring l,nrealmureate and graduate

degrees, and non-degree residency and continuing education programs, were
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also inclUded. NCA has sought to restrict its recognitidn to programs

awarding a first professional degree at regionally accredited institutions.

Hence, programs offered by institutions (often, free-standing professional

schools) not regionally accredited have been formally outside the NCA fold.

OE,contrariwise,ehas placed no such restriction 'on its recognition of

program accrediting at degree-granting institutions, but has sought to

confine its recognition of vocational programs (especially in allied

health areas) to those offered by institutionally accredited schools.

The picture is further complicated by the fact thatik at neither

higher educational nor proprietary institutions is the scope of "insti-

tutional" accreditation always clear. How many:new buildings and programs

are necessary to transform an extension center, which does not require

its own accreditation, into a new campus, which does? How many new degree

or non-degree programs may may not require a special accrediting visit,

a special judgment by the "institutional" accrediting agency and, in due

course, special recognition by NCA or the commissioner? (Since the regionals '

staunchly resist being drawn into programmatic accreditation, the reevalua-

tion required within two years if "an institution substantially changes its

nature or scope" is specifically, or ostensibly, not confined to the new

educational areas. Rather, "the entire instition is reviewed rather than

merely the changed features....`1)..One specialized agency director noted

that his agency "extends de facto accreditation" to certain programs not

included within the scopp of NCA recognition, because of "turf problems"

with another recognized/agency. The status of accredited Canadian programs

and schools is not always clear: are they or are they not \cluded within

the scope of NCA or OE recognition? De jure, probably not; de facto,

probably yes, because of the delicate balance that must be maintained be-

tween sovereignty and collaboration:
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NCA - OE Comparisons.

01 27 agencies applying to both NCA and OE, 15 devoted less time

to the NCA submisrion, 10 the same time to both, and only 2, more time

to the NCA. These statistics exaggerate the time taken by applications

to NCA which often scheduled its review to coincide with OE's - -for 18 oz

14 the 27 agencies, the two reviews occurred within a three month period--and

accepted the same material. In such a situation, many respondents

allocated their labor equally to-NCA and OE but their comments indicated

that their submissions were geared principally to the needs of OE.' :N

An average of thirteen months elapsed between application to OE

and word of the commissioner's decision for the 24 specialized agencies

providing this information; seven months elapsed for 9 regional commis-
./

sions; and five months, for 4 agencies accrediting proprietary schools.

(The decision on the application of 12 agencies was still pending.) In

the twenty cases in which agencies reported this information for both

bodies, it took NCA an average of 7 months and OE, 10 months to reach a

decision.

The ImRottance of Recognition

Relatively more respondents regarded NCA recognition as 'lulls-
.

pensable" and fewer as "important but not indispensable" than thatof OE
II

(Table 2). To be sure, these responses excluded some 15 agencies (primarily,

the regionals and agencies accrediting p etary schools) which, not
- ,

being recognized by NCA, had effectively demotistrated that its recognition

was dispensable to them. However, NCA recognition was considered vital by

many agencies accrediting higher educational programs, for the prestige and

legitimacy it conferred and because it eased their access to regionally. /

accredited institutions. it was noted that NCA recognition also served
t



I

Tat le 2

"How important is recognition by

NCA and/or OE to your agen:e,"

Recognition is
Agencies

recognized by

Agencies recog-
nized by both
NCA & OE

NCA OE NCA OE

Indispensable 23 24 18 16.

Important but
not indispensable 9 23 9 11

Dispensable ci 41110

wi

Total 33 48 27 - 27

Source: Survey responses of recognized agencies, September-
November 1973.

.,
"to bring specialized agencies together to defend their common interests,

limit proliferation, and improve accrediting

Federal money was cited most often as the reason why OE

recognition was "'indispensable," particularly for professional schools

that were mkt regionally accredited. However, by .that same token,

OE recognition was dispensable to professional programs rendered

eligible by their institution's regional accreditation; public

institutions might also be rendered eligible by statute or by state

approval..

6titutions and programs accredited by .a number of recognized

st.

agencies received little or no federal money thereby "...not all funding
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is ft..dvral; in fact. most 11 it is state, local, and private, and currently

;Attie cic.t.l fundinr, is avAilable, wrote' the diVeCt0T of a major

sptciatied agvnv. "However, most schools and institutions would pret er

zto b. .tecrdited by a recogni7ed. agency. [Wel...will continue lour]..:

M activi:ie!-., wits or without recognition from XLA and USOE. [Employer 6,

cc

CS

...will probably continue to employ products of lourl...programs, with

CS or wit Motet NCA and USOF recognition."

fhe Criteria and Review Process

OE came off more poorly than ?CA in the opinions expressed about

the clarity and -re.isonableneSs of its criteria; the extent to which its

rev.ie'w of applications for recognitionwAs informed, fair, and expeditious;

aud the overall reasonableness of its policies (Table 3). True, some

i0,--44$ agencies commended, and only 6-8 criticized the OE review process

on five of the six points covered in our questions; 16 felt that the

or review was not.expeditous: Additional comments indicated wore widespread

ri-servations about OE, ank to a lesser extent NCA, review policies and

practices. It should be borne in mind, responses were confined to agencies

which had applied for recognition, thus excluding criticisms, of NCA

that might haye been offered by the regionals and agencies accrediting

secondary, vocational, and proprietary education.

We asked respondents to estimate the number'of days' labor

entailed in their most recent application to OE and NCA. The answers

ranged from under a day to over a year. it appears that the amount of

time tnvested was roughly related to tit_ipportance of recognition to

. an a.g.ncy,' the scale and complexity of its accrediting, and the difficulties

anticipated.
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Table 3

"Please indicate your opinion of each agency to which

you have applied for recognition."

Opinion of review
. NCA OE

for recognition
Number replying

es No .Yes No

a. . Its criteria are all

clear 3k1' 2 42 8

b.

reasonable

Its review is

32 2 39 8

informed'
0

30 1 38 6

fair 30 1 40 6

expeditious 2/ 5 29 16

c. Its policies are reasonable 30 2 40 6

Source: Survey responses of recognized agencies, September
E

- November 1973; "don't know" responses omitted. Responses

confined to agencies which have applied for recognition to

NCA and OE, respectively.
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More time was devoted to applications for initial than for renewed re-

cognition.
.

,
.

on Average, regional commissions devoted 9 days and the

specialized agencies, it days labor to their OE applications; the proprietary

school agencies. an' average of 103 days--the figure was inflated by' two

agencies which invested' incredible amounts of time in their submissions.

The average ratio el professional to nonprofessional labor was 4:5 for the

regionals, 7:4 ,'or tac iyroprietary school agencies, and 10:6 for specialized

agencies. N-0

NCA -ritoria, SUM& suggested, should be clearer. NCA "relies on

cdnferences to relay the, subtleties end nuances...." CE criteria were

more detailed, bit thereby, entirely clear. Some considered them

decidedly-"amb4xolls" and complained that OE staff had failed to clarify

them. ...OE makes a ruling that minimum criteria are not being met but

wi4lnot advise what is required...." "Its criteria are subject to various

interpretations.... Even members of the OE staff interpret certainjcriteria

differently."

ome OE criteria, the critics believed, were unreasonable. In view

of the variety of accrediting agencies, "It is'almost impossible to prepare

reasonable detailed criteria for everyone." Greater satisfaction as ex-

pressed with the pr'oposednew Criteria (adopted in 1974) than with their

initial draft or, in certain respects, the 1969 -criteria. The ethics

criterion was an example: the 1969 criteria obliged agencies to "enforce";

an eariy draft of tLe revised criteria, .to "require"; and the final revision,

to "f'oster" ethical nractices: "OE interpretations [of the criteria]

change and several are more concerned with social issues than quality...,"
-

1.1

. 01
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OE staff, respondents from several professional agencies felt,

wure "remarkably InfInformed" And "inept" in reviewiretheir work. "Those

individuals that perform the review are not knowledgeable about our

programs or This results in many misinterpretations and

1

requestS for superfluous data." One respondent considered that NCA as

well as; OE staff "lack...true knowledge of the needs, practices, motives

and commitments of the profession represented by the specialized accred-

iting Agency." NCA's review of his agency was "quite stcperficial," an

accrediting commission chairman seq. Others deemed the NCA review more

ilisightful, if less systematise It is easier to pull the wool over the

/eyes of OE staff, an agency director told us on one occasion. However,

another observed, "USOE actually followed our work out 'into the country,

visited on our teams, saw us in action. To that extent, they were better

informed than NCA for which this was a paper exercise plus whatever hear-,

'Say or data individual Commission members had privately." It is normal

for OE staff to accompany a visiting team as part of its review process,

but unusual for NCA staff to do s?, because their professional staff has

consisted solely of an executive director and assistant director.

OE was 6-Itiotzed for,failing to provide agencies with a copy of

the review summary presented by staff to the advisory committee. "There

was material in our letter [of recognition from the commissioner] that

,was npue.discussed with us." "In the case of,NCA, we were sent a copy

of the review summary prepared by the staff for consideration by the

NCA Executive Committee and asked to check it fox factual accuracy. We

were not sent such a summary by OE."

NCA was criticized for its "Somewhat passive" posture, for con-

fining Tecognition largely-to'degiee level programs, for its restrictive

attitude to new accrediting programs, and for its fortpze to make all of

its policies open and explicit.



.0E was criticized for being "questionably responsive to...small

proprietary groups" -- i.e., responsive'to A questionable extent - -and. for

the advisory committee's excessive reliance on staff and insufficient

direct contact with accrediting agencies. The competence of both the

*committee and NCA to evaluate the work of specialized agencies, when they

lacked representatives from agencies' fields, was questioned. The criticism

was directed at the knowledge net only of the technical content of pro-

fessional education but of the nature of professional;accrediting.

,Communications

The great majority of respondents felt adequately informed about NCA

and OE policies. Hotvever, a large tiinority expressed dissatisfaction with

their knowledge of OE operations4Table 4). A number wanted a fuller ex-
;

position of the rationale(and goal of OE policies exemplified in the new

criteria. Robert Kirkwood asked, "Is the role of ALES to be a steadily

,-expanding one? To what extent is it concerned with the interests of in-

stitutions in the recognition of specialized accrediting agencies? Is it

possible that ATES would seek to build its power and position by recognizing

mole and more agencies?"

V

several reqnondAnts suggested that nrwiscue a recrular nexws-

letter to inform agencies of its actions, prospective policy changes,

and accrediting developments: Publicrittip of notices in the Federal

. v.-

fge

Register was aot'an adequate still:

l
ti5ute. More frequent and regular

. ,

report were also requested o NCA. OE and NCA communications should go

0

not only to agency staff but "to the individual members of the boards of

directors of...accrediting agencies." The issuance of "a definitive

policy book" was suggested for both bodies.



Table 4

"Do yOu feel sufficiently well informed

about NCA and OE policies and actions?"

Response

Yes

NCA OE

28 36

No, "yes, but," 4 13
or ',don't know"

Total* 32* 49*

ii-

Responset confined to agencies recognized by
NCA and OE, respectively.

Source: Responses to survey-of recognized agencies,
September - November 1973.

OE and NCA wee praised for the conferences they had sponsored

on such subjects as due process and self-study techniques. "Both agencies

have done well the last few years to keep us acquainted with policy changes

and other actions taken." Nonetheless, a number of respondents complained

that they were informed of new policies but not consulted about them in

(advance.' "Open meetings of the organizations inclilding the policy- makers

rather than the staff are needed."

The usefulness of a newsletter to inform accrediting agencies,

state.'officials and the interested public about OE actions and pertinent

-developments in accrediting circles seemed clear. Shortly after this study

was begun, we suggested that sucL a newsletter be circulated, and at least

two mimeographed issues have, in fact, been distributed. However, even this



simple step was disputed. Was it a means of AIES aggrandizement? Should

not such a newsletter rather be issued by NCA? ltat information should it

contain and who should clear the contents? One-Can make better time in the

Everglades than in the marshes of accrediting.

Comyosition of NCA and AIES Committee

We were struck by the temperateness of agency staff criticism of NCA

and AM. That icing so,,thi'criticism of the composition of NCA and the

AIES Advisory Committee seems of special significance. These bodies have

4
exercised significant power over the agencies they recognize and, plainly,

many would like a share of it (Table' 5).

NCA, the director of one regional association felt, latis too removed
-47

from higher,edudational institutions;its policies were deterOine4 ,hy_the

"Washington umbrella organizations"--i.e., the seven asSOciatXdneWhich
.",

designated most NCA board members. This reverseitthe.criticiiim hy_some

association staff that the regionals were "staff dominated." !ylainly,

each side believes it speaks for "the institutions" which, like:members

of "the public," do not speak for themselves. As for the AIES Advisory

Committee, some respondents protested, they did not even know who were its

members or how they were selected. 'Robert Kirkwood asked, "What is the

basis for (the] selection of the...Committee? Who is its spokesmanthe
.

chairman or AIES (staff)? Why is there no regulat channel of communication

for the Committee to institutions and accreditingorganizations?" "Only

recently have we known the membership...." wrote dne staff director. "Al-

though the members appear qualified, on what basis were they chosen, what

are their functions, and experience with accreditation?"
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Table S

"Are you satisfied with the present composition siof the National

Commission on Accrediting? With that of the OE Advisory

Committee on Accreditation and Institutional ghgibility?"

' Answer NCA OE

Yes 17

No 13 19

"Yes, but," "Partly,"
"Don't know"

Total

3 7

33 50

. Source: Survey of recognized accrediting
agencies, September -'Kovember'1973.
Responses confined to agencies which have.
applied for recognition to. each bodv.

c.

Kirkwood's questions are entirely merited. The advisory committee's

role has been a triumph of ambiguity. In announcing the formation of AIES

in May 1968, the National Commission on Accrediting Reports stated, "An

important function-id' Mr. Proffitt...will be to work closely with a new

board,...which will advise the Commissioner...."2 A board is not usually

advisory: it aets-policy. The chairman of such a board, and the board's

p
executive committee, normally exercises real power. In contrast, an advisory

committee can be influential but-cannot be held administrativelykesponsible

for its actions. The AIES Advisory Committee has been used both ways, at

the convenience of OE staff -and the commissioner: it is routinely held

responsible for the commissioner's recognition actions though, being

advisory, it cannot be held responsible for them.
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Many re.:pondonts of Huggcstions for the .kind of members who
.

\ 47

,:llould hm a.1.ic,i !., .r1,1 !Ili AIES eOMMiLic0. The Asst was that the

\' ...

bodies !-:hatitil heeno more representatIle of the agencies which they recog-
.

nized or, in the caz,e v: NCA, should recognize. Both should, it was said,

add representatives of oecupational, proprietary, and professional

accrediting, of hospitals, clinics, and the practicing professions. In
S

addition, representatives .eat secondary education and state officials

should be included on the AIES committee.

The officiak_pOsition of OE is, on the one h- d, t t the advisory

committee represents "appropriate" educational constituencies and, on the

other, only the "public":

Member, arc selected from various segments of the postsecondary
education comunity, state departitas of education professional
associationsi3nd the general publiF....Advisory Cbmm;ittee members
are chosen in an effort to provide' representation frim appropriate
Segments of the educational community, as well as ftipm the general
public, 4nd in order to obtain a geographically balanced committee.
Educators are chosen...in regard to their'professional competence
in a given area not to provide representation for special interest
groups within the educational community....the Committee represents
the "public interest" in education--in the broadest sense--when
making recommendations to the COmmissioner, as opposed to the
special interests of the particedar group or segment of society
with which the individual members may be identified.3

Recognition by DE or NC/: 4

Should the recognition of accrediting .-agencies be continued by

bath NCA and OE, or only by one?, Twenty-eight respondents. said "both";.

eight (all but one, specialized agencies) preferred NCA; six (all regional

or prIbprietary school agencies and none, a specialized agency), OE; and

another seven volunteervd sti ll other possibilities (either but not both;

both or NCA; etc.). The iiame facts were offered in explanation of opposite

answers. Those who preferred recognition by ohe agency objected to the

present "overlapping" and "duplication" of effort." Those who accepted

dual recognition liked the Systemiof checks and balances betwein a.private
)
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and governmentk agency, each with its special, useful perspective. "The

only problem that occurs is when they do not agree. For example, NCA pro-

hibits us from accrediting...community college...programs, and USOE seems

to desire that we do:'"

The main-alter tive envisioned to OE and/or NCA recognition

was a new, enlarged conceived as a merged FRACHE-NCA or

a more Comprehensive body re resenting and embracing all of accrediting,

institutional and specialized professional and vocational, higher, post-

secondary, and secondary (and ul imately, no doubt, primary, infantile,

and aoneducational). The director of an agency accrediting in a licensed

1- profession suggested that OE accept CA recognition for professional

vd

agencies and then "concentrate on the vocational and also more questionable

agencies Where the public really needs protection." However, most of the

professional agency respondents advocating a change in the dual recognition

system preferred a larger role for an enlarged NCA, or. perhaps, a

united private-governmental body:

We have not studied NCA as closely as ALES. We did not feel that

was our responsibility, or entirely proper. It is our impression that

NCA neither bit nor barked at the agencies it recognized. Of at least

elev4a agencies whah failed to comply with
-

one or more NCA criteria, some

received quiet admonitions, but most also received renewed recognitdn for

a five year peril #A14dgencies on the NCA list were recognized in per -

rpetuity until 1970 when, 'following the precedent set by the commissioner

o, 00Y

in 1969, a periodic review was instituted. Recognition was not withdrawn

from any agency.
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Views of AIEg Operations

oo.

The one question we asked which elicited clear disagrelent with

AIES by a majority of respondents dealt with the four year period of re-

cognition +instituted in 1968. Fifteen respondents approved of this period

but thirty -two preferred a longer one: 5 years was suggested by nineteen,

while the remainder proposed terms ranging up to 10 years--the period.

. often coincided with the agency's no al term oraccreditation. The term

of NCA recognition has been five years. There would be advantages to both

bodies adopting the same review cycle, although differences in their action

would inevitably' upset the synchronization of the two cycles for many

agencies.

On Publishing the Term_of Recognition

We suggested in the preceding chapter that OE should p",,Ibliah the

period of recognition granted to individual agencies. yrone re-

spondents agreed that this should be done, 16 disa eed, d 15 said that

it made no difference to them. Those who favored disclosure said that

the public had a right to this information; it would help those using

dated directories-and give accrediting agencies an idea of how well they

were regarded; and word "gets round the grape -vine very rapidly anyway...."

Those objecting declared that the information WAS not imertant

A to the oublic: dinclosurp 4ou1d +real, the goneleentialitv of agency

relations with, CIE: it could eenerate political pres,ures on OE

and "unncessar)Aquestions" for the agency. OE should, they felt, follow

the same policy as the agencies, which do not normally rate accredited



institutions or release the period for which Accreditation is granted.

Publication of the term of recognition might be taken as a means of

rating agencies or "indicate a certain dependency on OE." Agencies

"making a. concerted 'effort to improve should not be penalized by nota-

tions which indicate that they may be difficulty."

Effects on Accrediting

Thirty-four respondents

had been to strengthen, and no that it had served to weaken, the pro-

fessional quality of their work.

ted that the effect of AIES activity

Sixteen felt that AIES had had no visible

effect one way or the other (Table 6). The strengthening had been accomplished

by the increased visibility, "credibility and respect" derived from recogni-

tion; the self scrutiny 'involved in applying for recognition; the positive

advice given by AIES staff, including information about the better practices°

of other agencies; the concrete model of "the excellent criteria"; and pro-

viding "an atmosphere -)nducive to self-stuidy and change." AIES has also

strengthe,ned the hand of accrediting staff against recalcitrant constituents.

On the question of what effect AIES had hid on the' independence of

their accrediting judgments, two-thirds of respondents replied "None"--their

judgments remained independent, as always; "independence has, if anything,

asserted itself more!" One-important agency allowed that

What comes first is what requires--that becomes the criteria,
the reason why. Just as a university might apply for the kind
of project which will be funded, rather than the project which
the university thinks it should conduct. evertheless we satisfy
our own professional standards as- well -as th OE as best we can.
We have in the past done, and will continue in e future to do,
the best we can regardless of ALES activity.
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Table 6

it%

"Has the net effect of the activity of the Accreditation and

Institutional Eligibility Staff (AIES) been to strengthen or

weaken the professional quality of your accrediting?

independence of Our accrediting judgments?"

...the

Number stating that
AIES has

Strengthened

Weakened

Neither

Professional
quality Independence

34

0

16

12.

6

33

Total 50 Sl

Source: Survey of recognized agencies, September -
November 1973.

New acid Superfluous' Activities for AIES

What new or expanded activities should AIES undertake? Most fre-

quently mentioned were expanded programs of public information about

accrediting, of research helping to improve accrediting practices and

policies, and the sponsorship (with NCA and MACRE) of additional con-

6

ferences on accreditilg problems. AIES could also provide more and better

explanation of its ruling and policies, and "something resembling the Due

.1

Process and accountability they demand from others." Criteria might be

provided for the selection of accrediting commissioners and the accrediting

of for-profit schoolidand programs. A greater effort was called for to

coordinate "the growing and proliferating sepos.ate w4jor federal allied



health educational programs" and to make accreditation a requirement of

eligibility in additional federal programs. OnA'resOondent asked OE to

"sharpen its own ability to really atack the [accrediting] agencies

. -

that are clearly not 'in ithel.nublic interest, most of which are

proprietary,."

Suggestions for reducing AIES activities were of.two types: pro-

cedural, and substantive. Thus, one respondent hoped for selective enforCe-

.ment of the new criteria, exempting his agency 17. such a provision as

the addition oil.ay members to its accrediting ,commission. Others. wanted

CE to reduce the frequency with which it deturred acti.on on applications ,

for recognition gnd "to reduce the paperwOrk of all drus." The main sub-.

stantive note was that OE should reduce or discontinue the entire

tidh operation, delegating to NCA or a new agency whatever it could. not

terminate. The recognition of agencies accrediting 'Secondary and elemen

taiy schools, and those whose accreditation served ,no eligibility function,

were prime candidates for elintination; regional and professional accredit-

ing were others: "AIES should concentrate in the non-traditional and pro-

prietary areas.:.and allow the NCA to monitor the others." "I'd rather

see them draw.in their, wings and go out of business, confining their

activities to eligibility and-not to-accreditation."

Requests and Complaints to Accrediting Agencies

An indication of the federal, state, and local government bodies

which call upon accrediting agencies most frequently for information was

.afforded by several survey questions (Table 7). Among federal agencies,

the Office of Education and the Veterans Administration came first, followed

by HEW medical and health agencies and the Department of Defense; the



Table 7

"Please, indicate the government agencies from which you received

inqviries or requests during the last 12 months."

Agency

Frequency of Inquiries

Monthly Less than __None or
:2r more monthly no Answer

State and local agencies

Higner educatiofl staff

Vocational education staff

Veterans state approving agencies

Attorneys General

Other state offices

County or municipal agencies

Federal agencies
4

.

Office of Education

Other parts of HEW

Veterans Administration

Federal Trade Commission

Department of Justice

Other federal agencies

15 34

9 24 21

5 27 22

16

18 15 . 21

9 7 38

10 35 9

7 14 33

4 29 21

- 5 49

- 2 52

3 14 37

a

Source: Responses of 54 recognized agencies to September-November

1973 survey.



Civil Service Commission, Post Office, State,Department, federal prisons

and libraries National Science Foundation, Park Service, General

Accounting Office, and the Congress were also mentioned. Among state

bodies, the agencies heard most frequently,from higher education and

vocational education departments, veterans approving agenCies, and the

licensing bodies in their field. State and local consumer protection,

rehabilitation, and health services, hospitals, clinics, state university

and 'school systems, and civil service bodies all asked for information.
t.

The most time consuming requests were those from AIES.in connection.

with an application for recognition and complaints Against accredited

schools, those from state licensing boards; the V.A. and veterans state

approving agencies, and the National Institutes of Health; requests from

embassies about the transferrability of credit; and requests for up-to-date

lists of accredited programs and special statistical reports for federal

purposes.

The kinds of information which the government should not ask of

accrediting agencies but rather get for itself were any confidential data

on institutions, including financial data and the reports of accrediting

teams; "nothing regarding curriculum"; and personnel policies such as the

composition of faculties by race and sex. The government should not ask

agenries to investigate, police,*andenforce governmental policies such as

nondiscrimination in admissions or hiring. And government requests for

'action should be realistic: i.e., within the influence and power of the

agency.

Complaints: Policy Number, Sources, Handling

An examination of accrediting agencies' attitudes toward and

handling of complaints against their schools is important to an assess-



ment of their usefulness in protecting students. The several questions we

put to the agencies; permit a summary conclusion: Students receive no help

from many accrediting agencies and at best a little from some; if they are

to be served adequately, it must be by other means.

The regional commissions and proprietary school agencies represent

opposite poles on the responsibility of accreditieagencies to receive and

investigate complaints (though-both poles are partisan to the schools, not

the complainants). The regionals appear actively to discourage such com-

plaints and normly investigate only those which suggest conditions that

might seriously impar an institution's quality or effectiveness. For example,

the Western Association Accrediting Commission for Junior Colleges states:

only substantially supported allegations of practices which could
seriously retard the progress of the institution and affect the
quality of its educational program will be considered....IThe
commission] will not intervene on behalf of individuals in eases
of disciplinary action or dismissal, or act as a court of appeals
in such matters as admission, credits, fees, and academic
standards unless the context suggests unethical or unprofessional
action which may seriously impair or disrupt the educati ,nal
services of an accredited institution.4

In contrast, most proprietary school agencies are accustomed to

receiving complaints from, and on behalf of, students-and have routine

procedures for dealing with them. Each of three agencies received

decidedly more complaints than most of the regionals put together and

almost as many,'or more, than all specialized agencies (Table 8). The

factors that generate student complaints against proprietary schools are

discussed further. in other chapters. An additional factor may be noted

here: the readiness oi. accrediting, aeencies to receive them. If the regionals

invited complaints and established special machinery to deal with them,

they would doubtle,;s receive more, especially from facult
: : indeed, they

might be deluged with them. Proprietary school agencies seem to regard

complaints as a safety valve, a means of placating critics, a source of

Information, a service to their. members and the public, and a nuisance;



Table 8

Number,of Complaints_Received by Accrediting Agencies

in Last 12 Months

Number of
- -

Type of
Agency

Agencies reporting Complaints
`received

Schoills

involved

Total No
complaints

floe or_more

complaints

Regionals and
N.Y. Regents

Proprietary school
agencies

Specialized agencies

11

5

35

2

1

14

9

21

264

483

94

145

144

er5
85

5 agencies..

46 others

5

46

4100 5

29

677

164

238

136

Total' 51 - 17 34 841 374

4 Source: Responses to "Roughly how many complaints against schools you

accredit has your agency received in the last 12 months? (None, about .)

If some complaints, how many schools were involvedr.in September - November

1973 survey of 58 recognized accrediting agencies.

whereas the regionals regard them as a threat. Proprietary schools students

and staff are so atomized that they are rarely able to unite in concerted

action against a school, whereas groups of'college students and faculty

have a demonstrated wacity for collective action; were they enenuraged,

they could readily utilize the regionals to discomfort their institutions.



The attitude of proXeional agencies towarJ complaints varies. from

indilferen.'e rno:;.'itollsoes:. %tally receive none mud oven the largest/

agenies have received very fe. The most reported ih the preceding year

x.ias 15; fourteen agencies received none, and ten, three or less. Com-

..laints are, tneretore, not a. hi,;h Priority matter, and the director of.

one agency rebuked us for.our survey's "c.ironor.;ton.:;:e 0.47!:usison

.

plaints', which is an insigni...icant part ot ith ageney'sj.'..activities."

The compLlint, :7,ist ,oilimwl:v received hy the regionals from llk
i

.

4tudent ,1:14A their ren.-; ,.0,1ccril,,! grades and fifrefunds o tuition anees,
.

llk
i

IL
wo

dnd personal g.rievzince-1 (i,lor 4). Comp7aints from faculty dealt with

ton-reappointment or the ':.111:11-0 to receive tenure and academic Ireedom;
Itt

1

tacuity might criticie tco administr.ttiop or '.)0,:trd of trustees, grading

ractik'.v!;, the t4u 1i v e ieilal provxams, or misrepresentation in

j.4ipetin.-.. Regional !-;LAt: 1,00: most !.eriou.41v complaints'about educational

quality.-mirepresontations f,iCtt students. and complaints about

distlialt; or :7overnance t2t Hvolvek! el, t dent breaches In due process.

Proprietarvoi received 7:aTtv cw.-4,1aints about refunds .

the qual tV I rizet ie plAcerieht, in -.tart lug or servicing

scholar,L,, and misrepresentation in adveitising and recruit1ne. They

rvt:t1Vvkil 1To<:; ult HA!: ..;11.. the :C4iVnalS or .specialized

4vencie.i, ;:ht ;.tr .ore tr.us,:,i;ted ;c. the Ie &i i.t!uehtiip in connection

with lohn t..co(! muly--a-- do ether agenciesfrom accredited

school. Tilez,e e ten cur.e,flo compecitive auvertising which a school con-
.

4'

siders unfair, and'impropor .e cf the desIgnation "accredited." Com-
,

pDaints wc.rt tr.A1 !.(..4tv consumer groups, and Etter

Business Bureau.. )110 ar,encics cciiiier as mo,t ,erlou evidence of mis-

repreKentation or fraud in r,-,-ruitmenr or 6usiness practice, and the use of

"accredited" by unae,7reajted sctiools.



Table 9

Sources of Complaints Against Accredited Schools

Source
Number of Agencies '

Reporting

Students or their parents 35

Faculty 32

Ocher schools 23

Lawyers for students 14

State government agencies 13

U.S. Office of Education 11

Other federal agencies 7

Other accrediting agencies 4 6

Other sources 10

Total number of agencies reporting
one or more source

42

Source: Responses to question about the sources of most

complaints in September - November 1973 survey of

recognized accrediting agencies.

a



Specialized agencies received a number of complaints about the misuse

of '`accredited" by

which misrepresent

unaccredited instituions or by unaccredited programs

regional accreditation as the equivalent of program

accreditation.- Complaints about program quality may come from emplo:Yers

as well"as students'and faculty.

hirpd ayav after an agreeLl date

-Schools may complain about faculty being

such as May 1; faculty, about salary pro-

blems, program changes, or disagreements with their administration.

Students complain about their inability to gain admission to one school

after having been flunked out of The i ue of student exploita-

tion arises if labor comes before instruction i clinical and apprentice

settings such as hospitals and labortories. Staff view most seriously

complaints about false or misleading pigram otftrings and finances, the

admittance of unqualiiied students, issues of academic freedom and tenure,'

discrimination in admissions, and anything affecting program accreditability.

Some 29 of the 47 respondents dealing with the question said that

their agency had a written policy in regard to complaints and 34 out of

49, that they had a writt, procedure for dealing with them. Judging from

the 20 statements _submitted, at least six of which dealt solely with the
4

normal process of appealing =cn adverse tccreditation decision, perhaps 20

or 24 agencies had developed such a,written statement, and 7 more were in

the process of developing one.

Routine complaints were normally disposed of by staff, if only

by infor:Iling the complainant that no actinn would he taken. Thus, the

Lialson.Committee on Medical Education stati% that it "does not normally

or regularly investigate complaints from individuals relating to institu-
.

.

tion.= that- tiie Committev ,.ourk,.; .arcs available for .

the handlinv of such matters. "5

Ion

4'
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4.

Complaints of any seriousness were commonly reduced to writing and

sent to the school for response and, often, disposition by direct dis-

cussion with the complainant. This step, and any further inquiry, was

taken by staff in confidence and with the knowledge of the institutional

authorities. Certain complaints were referred-to standing com-

mittpes such as the committee on academic freedom and tenure of the

Association of American Law Schools or the ethics committee of the

American Psychological Association, or kept for the attention of a-future
die

accrediting team.

Complaints which, upon investigati disclosed serious breaches

in accrediting standatds were normally referred by staff to the accred-

iting commission. They might lead to a special accrediting visit, special

conditions on the extension of accreditation, or even, after protracted

hearings, the withdrawal of accreditation.

The Cbuncil on Social Work Education will receive complaints from

any "professional responsible person, group, or organization," defined as%

almost any person or group having something to do with social work.

legitimate complaint must present in writing a "factual and reasonably

Awell documented" question bearing on "an important, aspect,of educational

standards." It must also be shown that "sustained" efforts to resolve

the problem have been made through appropriata university or local pro-

fessional resources." If the accrediting commission undertakes to accept

a complaint, an investigation will be undertaken which ma' have four

possible outcomes: dismissal of t1 complaint; postponement of action,

if the school is rectifying the'situation;_notificaflon that the school

is failing to meet standards; or, withdrawal of accreditation.6

co

.11
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\.? '-1,

The National Home Study Council has differept proee-dures for three

types of complaints. 1. Complaints from students, which are the most

numerous,-are acknowleoged and forwarded to the school. "The letter of

transmittal makes no assumption about the validity of the student's
Nor

complaint. ,Rather, information is requeeli, >11 is suggested that the
,

matter be rescaved throup direct' contact with the student." Most com-

plaints are resolved in this i,ray. Where they are not, staff will attempt

to resolve the matter and, if they cannot, refer it to the accred Ling

commission. 2. Complaints from such agenEies as OE, the VA, state

alh

,1 education departments, consumer groups, and thelFo will be accepted

over the phOne, acknowledged with a personal letter, and transmitted to the

school with a personal letter: "...where particularly important issues

*e present, the staff may siggest ways of resolving the matter." In

most cases, the staff merely requests information which forms the basis

for its response to the agency and the student. 3.. Complaints frog

-atcredited schools, usually about a competitor's advertising or special

offers, are hawiled without revealing the name of the complainant. All

such complaints "receive personal attention....the3\are the most difficult

to resolve, and they result more frequently than others in Accrediting

Commission consideration."

On Honest Educational Representations

All proprietary school agencies indicated that'. their accrediting

standards provided for honest representations in catalogs, recruiting,

advertising, and lob placements. The same was true of two-thirds to

half of the regi6nal and specialized agencies, except for the question of

job placement,'which only a minority of specialized agencies dealt with

in their standards (Table 10). 'That is a broad summary of the extent to
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Uhich accrediting standards dealt with these matters: not how they dealt

with them, how fully schools omplied with them and what was done to

enforce them.. "The regionals review catalogs as essentially documents in

the evaluatIon process. Recruitment of students and faculty is also

reviewed," Robert Kirkwood informed us. That is to say, these, and

'several hundred other matters may be examined during the two or

three days that an evaluation team spends on campus every five or ten

years. Accrediting agencies are not policemen: they have neither the

staff nor the money, the independence, inclination, nor ability to exact

full compliance with all of their standards.

Few respondents thought misrepresAhtations by accredited schools

and programs were serious or widespre4d./ We asked, "Are misrepresentations

in any of these areas [catalogs, advertising, recruiting, and job placements]

a significant problem at any of your 4Ccredited schools? If yes, please

estimate the percent of schools with a significant problem." Of 51 re-

x spondents answering the question 45 said "4o," there was no significant

problem. Of the six agencies which perceived a problem, two estimated that

1 percent or'less of their schools were involved; three, that 5 percent

were; and one, 8-10 percent.

"Should government or private agencies do anything beyond what

they are now doing to protect students from misrepresentations in catalogs,

advertising, and recruiing?" Responses to'this question were thin

(Table 11). The largest block said "don't know"; those expressing an

-opinion preferred action by state and accrediting agendies to that by OE

or, especially, other federal agencies. Some accepted responsibility for

their agency;.others disclaimed it. At least five specialized agencies

assigned responsibility'to institutional accrediting agencies--which have

not leapt to assume itand, in their replies, put greater emphasis On

improved state regulation.



A

T
a
b
l
e
 
,
1
0

"
D
o
 
y
o
u
r
 
a
c
c
r
e
d
i
t
l
k
g
 
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
s
 
p
r
o
v
i
d
e
 
f
o
r
 
h
o
n
e
s
t
 
r
e
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
s

I
n
 
c
a
t
a
l
o
g
s
,
 
a
d
v
e
r
t
i
s
i
n
g
,
 
r
e
c
r
u
i
t
i
n
g
I
l
i
t
d
 
s
i
m
i
l
a
r
 
p
r
a
c
t
i
c
e
s
?
"

i
n

R
e
g
i
o
n
a
l
*
"

Y
e
s

I
s

A
l
l
 
a
g
e
n
c
l
e

,
N
o

T
o
t
a
l

R
e
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
s

T
y
p
e
 
o
f
 
A
c
c
r
e
d
i
t
i
n
g
 
A
g
e
n
c
y

P
r
o
p
r
i
e
t
a
r
y

N
o

Y
e
s

N
o

S
p
e
c
i
a
l
i
z
e
d

Y
e
s

N
o

C
a
t
a
l
o
g
s

(
-
8

3
5

I
t

2
3

1
0

3
6

1
3

4
9

R
e
c
r
u
)
t
i
n
g

7
4

5
0

2
1

1
0

3
3

1
4

4
7

A
d
v
e
r
t
i
s
i
n
g

6
5

5
0

1
4

1
4

2
5

1
9

4
4

J
o
b
 
p
l
a
c
e
m
e
n
t
s
.

5
6

5
0

1
1

1
7

2
1

2
3

4
4

*
I
n
c
l
u
d
i
n
g
 
N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
 
R
e
g
e
n
t
s
.

7

S
o
u
r
c
e
:

S
u
r
v
e
y
 
o
f
 
r
e
c
o
g
n
i
z
e
d
 
a
c
c
r
e
d
i
t
i
n
g
 
a
g
A
c
i
e
s
,

S
e
p
t
e
m
b
e
r
 
-
 
N
o
v
e
m
b
e
r
 
1
9
7
3
.



Table 11

"Should, government or private agencies do anything beyond

what they are now doing to protect students from

misrepresentations irrcatalogs, advertising, and recruiting?" r.

Number of accrediting agency
resjondents relying

Agency Don't
Yes No know_ Total

State government agencies . 18 10 72 50

Accrediting agencies . 16 10 22 48
, .

'Office of Education 15 14 21 '450

Other federal agencies 11 17 20 47

Other private agencies 7 8 24 40

Source: Responses to survey of recognized accrediting agencies,

September - November 1973.

Other suggestions for measures to protect students/included:

1. Informational programs "to indicate the most common forms of mis-

representation and explain what to do about them.' 2. An agency "to

warn students re misrepresentation of placement agencies implying ability

to gainiadmission to U.S. or foreigh schools...." 3. The withdrawal of

accreditation, eligibility, and the state license or charter of persistent

offenders. 4. The adoption and enforcement of minimum tuition refund

policies by all accrediting agencies and the requirement of. such a policy

as a condition of the commissioner's recognition. 5. The extension of the
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Federal Trade Commission's consumer education campaign from vocational

schools "to cover all types of education, public and private.", 6. Publica-

tion by OE and professional associations orlists and evidence of misrepre-

sentation. 7. Improved state legislation to-voatrol educatAnal licensing,

degree offerings, promotion, and recruiting, and to investigate complaintg.

Refund Policy

.We askei;i whether a minimum refund policy Shonl&berequited o

schools as a condition of eligibi/ity_forfederal programs. The five pro-

prietary school agendies said "yes "; the regionaIlwere4split, five for

t .

,
-...

and five against: the specialized agencies favored ehe,policy liy:-.4,to 1,

though many ventured no opinioni-beieving refunds to be the resOnsibility-

of the institutional administfation-(Table 12).
. -

refund policy regarded It as only fair to the student

ment which has extended him a loan) who must drop out.

avoring4s- min imu
4

(and -to _thegovere-

f Prhool cut

reasons he cannot contr.+ Those opposIng'it argued that it ,is unreason-

able to impose a uniform policy upon institutions whose circumstances vary

greatly; each institution should be requited merely to formulate itS own

refund policy, to make it known, and to

The Pros and Cons of Linking

Eligibility to Accreditation

1.

Our survey closed with a series of broad questions.about the use

of accreditation for eligibility purposes and any changes that respondents

would like in their relations with the Office of kducation A summary of

repliesApt the question, "What are the main advantages of using accredita-

tion to determine eligibility for federal funds? To students: To the

3
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Table 12

"It has been suggested that in order to qualify'for federal

educqtional programs a school should he required to adopt

a minimum tuition'refdrid policy. Do yu agree?"'

4

Number replying
Type !
Agency

Yes No
Can't
say Total

Regionals and N.Y. Regents. 5 1 11

Proprietary school,agencies 5 0 0 5

Specialized agncies 17 4 14 .35

Total, 27 9 15 51

Source: Survey of recognized accrediting agencies, September -
November 1973.

411t-,%

federal government:" is given iiiTable 13.

Advantages
'

Accreditation, it was said,.affords students and thP government

assurance of "minimal...4ualitY and Tegitimacy." That was the gist of

the advantage mentioned most often, but ,,so many different words 'ere

used to express the idea that many may well betoken'distinctly different

ideas. Thus, it was said that accreditation indicated not just "minimal
/.

quality" or "some measure of quality" but "quality," "quality guaranteed,"

or even "superior quality," "the best schools," and "excellence." It

indicated not just institutional and program "legitimacy" or "acceptability"
#
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Table i3

"What .ir the: !1-1:in advattages of tsing accreditation

iv .jvtcrmiae eligibility for federal "unds? To students:

i tint: federal government:"

Number Advantage

Provides assurance of the excellence, quality, or accept-

ability and/or the legitimacy, credibility, or stability

of institutions and/or programs.

IS , The convenience, simplicity, ready availability, practi-1

cality, or acceptability of the eligibility system.

11 The educationally effective and economically productive

user of government funds..

9 the expert., sound, or reliable professional nature of the

educational judgments.

4 economy of the eligibility system.

5 Other advantages.

Don't know.

Total responses,

51 Total respondents

Source: September - November 1973 survey of recognized accrediting

agencies.
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but "stability," "reliability," "effectiveness," and protection "against

V
misrepresentation." Indeed, the gradations extended from a low to a

decidedly high quality level and from something Jess than cert4n to a

"guaranteed" assurance of that level: somewhat contradictory ideas.

To the government, accreditation offered a convenient and economic

way of determining eligibility. Use of an existing system was simpler and

cheaper than an independent eligibility system wouldbe; it was expedient,

gaining the cooperation'of established educational and professional con-

.stituencies. Robert Kirkwood singled out these factAs in his response:

"Vast savings in costs, professional expertise of highest order, respected

status of accreditation in academic world, less resisted than if govern-

ment were idirectlyi involved fin eligibility determination]. 1t

Kirkwood's reference to 'professional expertise" was echoed by

oEhers who stated that, as it represented judgments of qualified professional

people, accreditation was technically reliable. As it provided graduates

with assurance that they could qualify for a licensed profession, it-helped

students and the government ito spend money in an educationally effective

and economically productive way and protected the public health and safety.

The latter advantages are incontestable, if circular, insofar as a pro-

fession also controls the standards of licensure and the technical defini-

tion of public health and safety. The to,chaical reliability of accrediting

judgments is more questionable. It does not follow that because accrediting

teams are composed of experienced administrators and professors that their

accrediting judgments are per se professional, since educational evaluation,

if it is a'profession, is a different one than administration, teaching,

or professional practice. The ad'hoc self study and accrediting team,

made up of volunteers, is far more amateurish than professional--were that

not true, so much talk and effort would not be devoted to professionalizing .
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accrediting. Altogether, hard to zhare some respondents' con-

fidence in the technical reliability of accreditation.

One respondent wrote that the advantage of accreditation was

that "One criteria Isici is able to be used to determine the adequacy

411 ail aspects of an education program. This makes it easy for the

.student to find an 'acceptable' school and program Accreditation is

able to mean many things to many people and thus...a uniform tseal..of

1E,
approval! is able to he given to.all aspects. of schools "chools and.programs.

That is a perceptive statement of the great advantage, and also dis-

advantage , of accreditation.

Disadvantages

What were the main disadvantages to students and the government

of using accreditation for eligibility purposes? Five respondents could

think of none and twelve stated positively that there were none.

others enumerated some of the disadvantages which escaped their

seventeen colleagues. ...not all legitimate institutions have wanted

(or been eligible for) accreditation," the director of one regional

commission observed, and the observation was repeated by respondents

from several specialized agencies, who noted that some " "worthwhile

programs" were not accredited or were accredited by unrecognized agencies:

New programs not yet eligible for accreditation might suffer.- As a

result, student choice could be reduced and it became more. difficult for

the government to encourage the development of needed new programs. It

"Could force some lower cost institutions out of business." "Requiring
A

accreditation status [ef developing institutionsjwould sound their death."

Government funds. became hinged by a kind of tie-in sale to many standards

not. germane to the purposes for which they were appropriated.



The eligibility linkage could also have adverse consequences.

upon accrediting agencies. It tended "to make accreditation mandatory

rather than voluntary" and "could tend to lower accreditation standard";

accrediting "might be skewed to federal priorities or distorted by

political expediency."

A number of respondents were concerned about the excessive

emphasis that might be put upon accreditation ineligibility determina-

tion and the unrealistic expectations which students and government

officials might have fordt. "It implies more Ito students) than is

actually possible...." It does not "guarantee that every.graduate...is

fully competent...or will be successful in professional work." The die-

advantage "to both [students and the government was]...that you can't be

sure amreditation does speak to educational quality" (italics in original).

We "Seem to settle for the form rather than the substance."

Extending the Linkage

Plainly, to most respOhdents, the advantages of linking eligibi-

lity to accreditation outweighed 04 disadvantages. The greitt majority

of those expressing an 'opinion would .extend the requirement to ,veterans

benefits (Table 14). A minority felt that veterans should enjoy the f'reedom

to enroll in useful but unaccredited programsf " are other valid

educational processes and programs than those earning accreditation." The

majority disagreed. In addition, ten respondents suggested numerous pro-

grams for which accreditation should be required: elementary and secondary,

vocational, and manpower programs, health planning and training grants, all

programs leading to a professional degree, programs of continuing professional
A

*education and, indeed, "all federal educational programs." Support for

making accreditation mandatory seemed particularly strong kg the health

e.-



Table 14

"Should the requirement of accreditation he ext.i.lided to

...veterans educational benefits? Should fitj...be

eliminated trom...insured student loans?"

Should the requirement
of accreditating

C)

Number responding

Yes No Don't Total
know

BOvded to
vetera s benefits

Be eliminated from
insured studentfloans?

25 7 18 50

3 36 12 51

Souice: Responses of recognized agencies in September - November

19/3 survey. The full Lext of the questions was: tihould the

requirement of accrOlitation be extended.to any additional federal
programs in which it is not now necessary for eligibility --such
as veterans educational benefits? Should the requirement of
accreditation be eliminated from any federal program in which it
is now usually a prerequisite for eligibility--such as insured
student loans?"

e

professions. One respondent-noted_rhat "we are working to put accreditation

into a new health manpower Bill" in order to reduce the freedom of

"federal health staff" who opposed "resource concentration" and .wished

to support a "number of programs which developed with limited faculty,"

it being hard to attract many good faculty to programs financed mainly by

"soft money"--i.e:, income from ad hoc projects rather than continuing

:tuition, endowment, or_ state appropriations. Judgments of eligibility,

he said, were better left to qualified professional agencies than to the

"ideological influenje" of government staff.
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I

Contrariwise,
1
only three respopdents-woulti remove while 36 would

1

.

retain accreditation as a condition. of.eligibility for insured student
i

loans (Table 14). To remove it, the director of one proprietary school

agency feared, "Would destroy the program by excessive abuses."

Should any Unaccredited

5staltALELL0212,

"Are there any prograTs or schools," we asked", "which you feel

could qualify but have not applied for accreditation in the (educitiqwil

or geographic) area of your agency's accrediting?" Two-thirds, including

all four proprietary school agencies replying to the question\said that

there were (Table 15); 23 ven hazarded the number: all told, over

I

2,500 programs or schools; allowing
A

yield over 1,000 cciditional schools

for nobrespondents, this would.

(most of4Wm,.proprietary) and

2,000 programs that might qualify for accreditation.

Why have so many cilified or qualifiable schools and programs

not sought accreditation? The most frequent explanatiOn was, the newness

of the schools, programs,'or accrediting activity. Nothing, apparently,

saturates an educational field so thoroughly with accreditation as

time. At the outset, an accrediting agency is ill- known; its policies,

repute, and power cannot be assessed with confidence; the agency itself

may be selective in its admission policy. Historically, many agencies

have started out being exclusive and ended up becoming all oealmost,

a14 inclusiver(there,are advantageg to keeping a few dutside thefold).

The director,of an accrediting agency recognized byOE'a fewdSrearsago

. .

wrote, "Previously .we have not published and distributed ou r standards
0

se, and procedures widely....We have also not encouraged schools to apply
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....The accreditation was so closely^held by educators at existing schools

that they discouraged new schools fr:om applying or 'receiving accreditation."

Many have not applied for accreditation because they have felt

no need for it or were unable to apply because of institutional policy.

Junior college presidents have opposed specialized accrediting with

special firmness; state-approved programs training graduates for

employment within the state may have little need for the enhanced fr--.
it

national standing and easier reciprocity of licenses often gained by

graduates of accredited programs. Regional accreditation suffices

to qualify most students in professional programs for federal benefits.

For -profit schools may objectr.accrediting standards such as

a tuition refund policy or restraint in advertising and to the (real or

nominal) element of control or accountability inherent in acrediting.

ti

Disdain for; indifference, or obliviousness to accreditation is not con-
Or

fined to for-profit schools. But the era when it caused widespread

abstention from accreditation pas past for the Wrgher education com-
e:

missions and the legally entrenched professions. Ho:-ever, newer and

less well established agencies find sometimes leading to

rival accrediti4) and indiffererite an obstacle to growth.
. s

Cost was cited by tenespondefits as a reason for failure to

apply for accreditation. And questionable quality: either a school

feared that it might be turned down or, being boiderline, new or ex-

perimental, postponed applying until it was on qurer ground.

A net majority.of respondents opposed rendering otherwise qualified'

unaccredited schools and program eligible for federal programs. Opinion

variety by the type of agency: sthtse from the regionals split three ways;

those from proprjetary school Agencies all opposed this course; and a

thin majority of those from specialized agencies favored it (Table 15,



as

Table 15

'"Are there any programs or schools which you feel could

qualify but have not applied f'Or accreditation [to ur :

agency].... Should such unaccredited schools be

eligible for federal programs?"

Question and type
of agency

R

Number responding

Yes Ng Don't Total
know

Are there accreditable
programs or schools?

Regionals & N.Y. Regents.
. Proprietary school agencies
Specialized agencies

Total
1",

Should they
for federal

Regionals &
Proprietary
Specialized

Be eligible
programs?

N.Y. Regents
'school agencies
agencies

Total

a

6 2 3 11
4 0 0 4
20 13 1 34

" , 30 15 4 49

3 3 . 3 9

0 5 0 5

13 11 4 28

16 19 7 42

Source: Survey of recpgnized agencies', September - November 1973,

The full first qveition wits "Are there any programs or schools
which you feel could qualify but have not applied for accreditation
in the (educational or geographic) area of your agency's accrediting ?"



bottom half). 411pwever, an examination of their all-too-brief explanations

indicates that. malty who said "yes, unaccredited schools or programs should

be eligible" realfy,smeant "yes, if accredited by another (regional or

specialized) recognized agency."

Most,respondentA,appeared in agreement on ,several intertwined'

principles: accreditation was the only practica8ie antil widespread

national test of minimal quality; it also required compliance with

Standards not related to quality; a number of schools or programs of

oomparable quality were unaccredited; if there were some way of identi-

fying them, they deserved to be eligible; and, finally,

standards which were net relevant to educational quality, stability,

r
student protection, or a4y other government interest were,fin effect,

excess baggage which accredited schools must carry to become eligible,

and which could unfairly disqualify unaccredited schools from eligibility.

If there were some way of discarding that baggage for eligibility deter-

*minations, it would be fine. But is there?

"If there are other means for assuring the quality and stability

of the programs,

. Kirkwood wrote.

of quality. If

yes," unacLredited programs should be eligible, Robert

"Accreditation should not be seen as the only measure

they show other evidenee'of excellence they should be

eligible for federal funds," wrote the director of a specialized agency.

"Yes- If they are good and well managed and have-on the basis of the
62

'record' done a good job in educating students," wrote another.

Effects of Rendering

Unaccredited Schools Eligible

"If reputable but unaccredited schools were eligible for federal

programs, whit effect would that have on your agency?" Some two-thirds

of specialized agency respondents thought it would have little effect;
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four of those from proprietary school agencies felt it would hurt

them; respondents from the regionals were more evenly divided (Table

° 16).

Confidence that. an agency would be basically unaffected if ,

unaccredited schools or programs were eligible was founded upon,the

strong position of the agency, whose work had often begun before, and

rested upon grounds independent of, the invocation of accreditation in

federal Statutes. The "cohesion of the higher education community in

our region" would remain, said one regional director. "Accreditation...

has been desired by institutions before Federal funding and there is no

reason to believe it will not continue to be desired," said a second.

Table 16

"If reputable but unaccredited schools were eligiae for

federal programs, what effect would that have on your agency?"

Number responding Total number of

TypA of
Agency Very It might No Res- "Respon-

. little hurt help direct ponses dents

us us answer
r

L ,

Regionals & N.Y. Regents 5 6 2 0 13 11

Proprietary school agencies 1 4 0 0 5 5

x

Specialized agencies 24 9- . 2 4 39 37

Total 30 19 4 4 57 53

Source: Survey of recognized accrediting agpcies, September-November

1973._
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Many speCialized agencies would remain unaffected because they.

were not in any event utill?.ed fOr.eligibility purposes. The strength

of professional agencies rested on other factors than federal funds:

their educational standing: the heavy concentration of enrollment, leading

faculty, and research in accredited programs: the influence of associations

on many professional and national activities other than accrediting, and

their dominating role on licensure boards and standards. These would

remain unaffected by any federal charity to a few unaccredited programs.

And if there were no unaecre ited professional programs, the governmeni

would hive no Aject for it4s charity: "...we will not allow a school to

start," wrote one director, "that does not meet our pre - accreditation re-

quirements, and to cpntinue if minimum requirements are not met."

Fears that extending eligibility
4

to the unaccredited would hurt

their agency were based in 'part on_the danger! that educational and accred-

iting standards would be lowered and unneeded schools formed which would

Water standards. But their major soufee was a belief that eligibility

had become a primary function of accreditation and a primary motive for
0/

seekineft: should .t.he silver cord° be cut, some or many schools might

wiihdraw: "Some schools consider eligibility farj-ederal Programs as a

principal reason for seeking accreditation." "...the institution would

not make the effort to obtain prograni accreditation if they could receive

funds without lit]...

have."

"...it reduces the 'clout' we would otherwise

The few respondents who thought that granting eligibility to un-

accredited schools and programs 0ould help their agency reasoned tilt it

would "relieve the pressure" to accredit purely for eligibility purposes.

Freed Of the compulsiork to gain and maintain accreditation for its benefits,
\

\
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Schools and programs would be able, once again, to apply voluntarily for

it and accrediting agencies, to concentrate on their primary purpose of

maintaining and improving educational standards.

Possible Elisibilitx Mechanisms

Vespondents did not brim over with practical suggestions in

response to our question about "how reputable but unaccredited schools

might be rendered eligible for federal programs (without becoming

accredited)?" A number were uncomfortable with the question.

"...reputable to whom?" it was asked. "It is hard to imagine 'repUtable

but unaccredited' schools ofa type eligible for federal programs,"

Robert KirkWood remarked. Rockefeller University was one such school,

unaccredited by Middle States, though rendered eligible beeads9,,i is

registered with the New Yorks Regents. Another was the'Antioch'School

of Law, rendered eligible directly by the commissibner, Seven months

before7a.gained status with Middle States. A considerable number

of reputable, unior'colleges it the North Central states and a larger

number of for-profit schools provide additional examples.

Others opposed any such course. "No. And they should not get .

federal aid." "Some type of accreditation; however minimal, would be

essential."

Altogether, fifteen respondents offered suggestions. Several

noted that a number of.alternative avenues of eligibility were already

in foTce and had seemed to work reasonably well. The "candidate status"

or "reasonable assurance" offered by the regionals were examples, and the

tYiree,letters certifying the acceptance of credit by accredited institu

tions. Kirkwood: suggested that "a stronger and more tightly controlled

verson of the '3 letter route' might be tried."
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rldn respondents suggested t4at state authorization to operate or

approval after special review by a dcsign.tcd statv agency might work.

A few suggested direct review by 0E or another federal body. One ,referred

to a direct institutionJ1 review of the type, perhaps, that AIES staff

have conducted for a very few schools;. the apparemay, to an

evaluation by federal staff with the advice iof professional panels, like

that undertaken in research and training grants. The government "would have
10w

to have appropriate task forces....many nontraditional programs are.not

accredited, but may offer execellent educatiOnal programs and they should

be eligible for funds."

A few offered suggestions s milar,to lose of the Newman task force,

although none was detailed suffic,ently to convey a realistic idea of how

they might actually be administyred. They called for the specification

of eligiblity criteria by the ,government and an independent determination,

of whether or pot these criteria were met. Unaccredited schools "cquld be

examined according to specific guidelines-set up by the federal govern-
.

went...." One respondent proposed a system of eligibility geared to the

subseqUent performance of graduates. "Eligibility for the federal funds

should be considered on, the basis of whether or not the school or educational

program...appears acceptable as a result of the examination of its record

of graduates and the service which the' school provides to its students and

community...."

Our two. final questions, "What changes, if any, would you like to

see in the present system whereby eligibility is linked to accreditation?"

and "What changes, if any, would you like to see in the present relations

between OE and the accrediting agencies?" evoked essentially the same

responses. Mint liked, or accepted, the present system. Many would also
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like greater freedom from OE regulation and a few, alystem_in

eligibility was cut c letely free fromaccredit.40.0n; but, all told,

things were not bad as they stood.

Fifteen respondents stated explicitly .that they wanted no changes

in_the present eligibility syseat and only six inggested any; the

remaining thirty or so said nothing at all, and "qui ne dit mot, consent."

(N.

Notes

1. "The Nature of Middle States AcEreditai,ni 4; in olicies
and Procedures Handbook, Commission on Higher Edueaiion,'Midd e States
Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools,*.ii'York, 1971* p. 25.

2. National Commission on Accrediting Reports, May lobs, p. 8.
3. "Advisory Committee on Agcreditation and Institutional

Eligibility, U.S. Office of Educationoi! undated fout page stateMent dis-
tributed by AIES staff at a November.1972 meeting.

4. .Statement on "Special Reirievs by ACOC" submitted bV the
Western Association Accrediting CoMmission for.Junior Colleges.

5. "Policies 6 Procedures for Handling/*plaints Pertaining. to.
Institutional or Program Quality," adopted by the Liaison Committee on
.Medical Education, January 10.'1973:

6. "Complaint-Procedures," Manual-of Accrediting Standards,
Council on Social Work Education, February 1971.
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F. The Postsecondary Unpr,irse: Accredited and Unaccredited

ummary

Accreditation provides a discreet form of publicity
which makes,ecCredited Institutions and programs better known
than unaccredited ones.

The common belief that regional accreditation is an
assurance of

Most
quality or even excellence cannot be

sustained. Most unaccredited higher educational institutions
have historically been ineligible for accreditation; many are
junior colleges, vocational, specialized, sectarian, new, or
simply small institutions. Of 787 institutions enrolling 2500
or more students, only S were pot regionally accredited or
preaccredited in 1972; 90 percent of all degree-granting insti-
tutions held some regional status. On any objective test,
these institutions offer education f widely varied quality
ranging from very good to vary poor Regional accreditation
does, however, attest that an insti ution is not a degree mill.

Of an estimated 10,000 or more postsecondary pro-
prietary schools, only 1600-1700 were accredited in 1973. Many
good and useful schools remain unaccredited and, conversely,
many accredited schools offer poor and useless education. It

is accredited correspondence, business, and trade schools which
have posed the greatest problems in the federally insured/student
loan program, exploiting gullible students by misrepresenting
their training and the liKelihood that graduates will receive
jobs. Unfortunately, accreditation provides no assurance of a
soy:4,1's quality or probity. "...no valid single method now
exists for identifying reputable as opposed to disreputable pri-
vate schools."1



This chapter will attempt a gross statistical sketch

of the universe of postsecondary is.titutions, the portion that

is and is not accredited, and a, few noteworthy characteristics

of each.

Degree-Granting institutions

The accepted universe of degree-granting institutions

has for many years been defined by an annual OE directory; and

the accredited portion of that, by lists prepared, in the firit

instance by the regional commissions and then collated and issued

periodically by OE, FRACHE, fhe American Council on Education,

and many widely distributed works- dictionaries, .almanacs,

college guidebooks, anel the like.' Although the public record ,

does not usually indicate probationary status or the period for

which accreditation has been granted; It is, liarring clerical

errors, accurate in. indicating the.institutions which are region-

\

ally accredited at a given time.

These accredited institutions constitute the most

clearly defined and best known portion of the higher educational

universe, since a:positive status is clearer than a negative one.

Thus, an institution_may be unaccredited because its_application

h: been rejected; because accreditation has been terminated;

because the institution itself has withdrawn its application or

not paid its dues; or because it haS never applied.. It may, for

example, not be eligible for regional accreditation, because it

is under for-profit managemeht, has not been in existence long

enough, or is a specialized school that does not offer enough

liberal arts courses to qualify. Or it may qualify but, being
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already accredited by a specialized agency as a Iree:.-standing

professional or 'Bible school, has never bothered to apply. Un-

accredited institutions have been called "forgotten colleges."
1
a

They are often omitted from directories and scholarly studieS.

In contrast, accreditation enhances an Institution's visibility.

it accrediting agent pies dio not more tnan issue lists Cods alone

would provide the service, comparable to discreet advertising, .of

constantly calling the public's attention to their members' existence.

Few agencies lrovide such a service to unaccredited

institutions. The Council for the Advancement of Small Colleges

is one elMg-Ption;* the OE directory, which lists many unaccredited

institutions is another. it is surprising thal more unaccredited

instit.:tions do not band together to announce/themselves to the

world in this manner, since it would rescue them from oblivion and

confer a kind of self=recognitin sufficiently similar to accredl-

.tation to bring-soMe.of the same rewards.

In seeking to determine the number of formally organized,

legally authorized institutions offering associate or higher level

degrees for two or more years of postsecondary work, the OE higher

education directory is good, 1;4t imperfect, point of departure.

The enumeration ot separate camp s of 4i mul t i- campus institution

Is one source of ufwertainty; another is the number of legally

authorized institution,i reported by state agencies, since authori-

zation can he obtainv,i in different wav-1.11y 11ccn charter, or

incorporation, tatut.c, 4d7;ni-trativ*: Iw.ti-

tutions vary In the def:.ret_ fd t.n.zrfrri,t1 independence; in

the range ot offering,s; and icy the tability el their :acuity,
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4
0rograms, and organization. In sum,; the directory transfixes an

.

educational world in constant flux, and i.ts enumeration is otten

mistaken for a eomplete,censns. The directory omits unaccredited

colleges i:hich are not reported by state officials or which cannot

demot nstrate the acceptance of credit by three accredited Institu-

tions. No complete list of degree-granting institutions is avail-

able for many states or for the nation as a whole.

The number of accredited' and unaccredited institutions

listen in the OE directory in three recent years is indicated in

Table 1.

Characteristics of Unaccredited Institutions

What are the gross char,:ieteristics of the more than

600 unaccredited lastitutions? A description has been provided of

52 four-year private, church-related, liberal arts colleges, all

members of the Council fur the Advancement of Small Colleges, which

were regionally unaccredited in 1957. Their average enrollment

was then 483 and their median, 295. Their average plant and endow-

ment weie valued at under $1.2 million; average donations, $110,000;

and the median cost of tuition, hoard, and room, $840. Tuition

provided5)1/percent of income; gifts and other sources. 44 percent;

vntiOt/Mullt, under-3 pelcent.leThe picture was of small, respect-

able, often old and educationally conservative institutions, which

sought but had'not gained-accreditation (many have since done'so),

mainly because they were financially weak.`

William Selden and William Lind give a statistical

picture of the 651 insritotions regionally unaccredited in the

fall of 1960., Softie )10.0r 47 perci:nt were two- to four-year
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Tahl

-Number of Regionally Accredited and Unaccredited

Higher Educational Institutions in Four Recent Years

Year (Fall)
Number of institutions

Percent
AccreditedTotal Accredited Unaccredited

1973b 2,206

1972b 2.124

19723 2,620 1,996 .624 76

1960 2,021 1,370 61 68

1957 1,937 .1,248 639 67

Sources: 1957: Lloyd E. lilauch, AcarsclitationinirEducation,
U.S. Office of Education, 1959, p. 5.

1960.:. William Selden and William Land, "The Forgotten Colleges,"
Norrhi:OltralAssotiatton-Whirerly, April 1961,'p. 271..

1972a:, Special analysis of 2,620 of the 2,686 institutions
in the OE Education Directory 1972-73 for which this inforwation
was extiactable by computer. "Unaccredited" institutions ;

included 197 with correspondent .and 166 with tecognized
candidate status, and 261 with no regional status. It would
appear from the comparability. of the statistics that Blaucli

and Selden also listed As unaccredited, institutions with some
preaccreditation status.

197Th and 1973b: Responses of the regional commissions in
-actober:1973.,to our survey questions of how many schools are
"now" accredited by them and how many were accredited "12 months
ago. "

Although the OE director, data which form the basis of the
fig6res for 1957, 1960, and I972a are ostensibly for the fall
of each year, in fact., they reflect forms submitted same months
previously (in the case of mthe 1972-73 directory, from May
through the clos -cut' date of September 13, 1972). Horace,

some of the disertvan4 between the two 1972 figures is
accounted lot by the lapse of time and some, by the, inability
of our compUter to classify 66 institutions, some 50 of which
were prrAlably accredited.

0
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offering "specialized programs...

music, religion and technical or

of 'art, business,

semi-engineering

training"; of these, 192 were accredited by specialized litional

accrediting agencies. Some 235 or 36 percent were junior-colleges;

18 or 3 percent were teachers colleges. Thus, of the 651 insti-

tutions without regional accreditation, 471 or 88 percent had

historically been ineligible (largely because of their failure to

;

provide enough liberal arts offerings). Over the yeors, pro-

gressively largerfiumbers:have gradually become eligible, partly,

. one imagines, because they, broadened their offerings and partly,

because the regionals broadened their standards. In 1960, only

80 or 12_percent of the unaccredited institutfons were private,
4

four-year liberal nrts colleges. Selden and Land concluded that

"the era in which regional accreditation is utilized prbiaray as

a means of signifying minimal academic 'competence is coming to an

end, at least for undergraduate liberal arts colleges."3

The importance of size to accreditation is striking. Of

87 unaccredited institutions listed in the 1972 OE directory be-

cause of the acceptance of their credit by three accredited

institutions, 68 enrolled less than 500 students. Of 256 insti-

tutions with no regional status, 232 or 90 percent enrolled less .

than 1,000 students. Of 1,088 institutions with less than 1,000

students, a fifth had no regional status, whereas only( 1 of the

46/ institutions enrolling 5,000 or more laettd some r gicnal

status: Size has becothe almost synonymous with regional accredJ-

Cation (Table 2).

Wiley and Zald have shown that unaccredited institutions
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Table 2

Regional Statu& of Institutions of Higher Education,

By Size of Enrollment, Fall 1972

Regional Status
Enrollment

Total
Under- 1000 1000-2499 Over 2499.

Number of institutions

Accredited
a

639 560 745,. 1,944

Preaccreditedb 217 82 37 .336

No Status 232 19 5 256

Total 1,088 661 787 2.536

Percentibf institutions

Accrediteda 59 85 95 77

Preaccredited
b

20 12 5 13

No Status 21 3 1 10

100 too 100 100., ,11111111111

a. Including 13 four-year colleges accredited only as two --year colleges.

be. Including 177 institutions with correspondent and 159 with rCtignized
-candidate status

So4rce: Analysis of 2;536 of thy 2,686 institutions li..ted in th
Higher Education 0irecta2422.1711 for which information about

both enrollment and regional accreditation was available..
Percentages may not add to total due to rounding
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have been smaller than accredited institutions in all years which

they examined from 1905 to 1959, in the Southern and North Central

regions. In 1959, the average enrollment of unaccredited institu-

tions was only a fifth that of accredited institutions in the

South, and in the North Central region, less than an eighth.3a

The accreditation of junior colleges has long been a

source pf resertment against the regionals. Of the 662 junior

colleges in. the 1948-directory of the American Association of

Junior Colleges, 491 or 74 percent were unaccredited. By'the fall

.0f.1972, the proportion was-down to 45 perclent on one calculation,

and 34 percent on another.

These figures indicate a rise in the incidence of accred-

itation over that found in a 1969 anplysis of 1,019 public post-

secondary institutions (nainlytweear colleges) offering

occupational programs, 533 or 52 percent of which were not accred-

ited. .Thelargest proportions Ire fotind in the New England,

Southern, and North Central regions (Table 3). The Western

Association has a separate commission to accredit junior colleges

and the New England and Southern associations have established/

separate commissions tacopelwith the problem of vocational

schools (both were speedily recognized by the Commissioner of

Education); but the massive North Central Association goes its

own way.

Unaccredited institutions are often Simply new insci-
'

tutions. Without the flow of new colleges waiting patiently and

politely to be accredited, the regionals would

As it is, the applicant institutions mast do a

Waiting.

be far more idle.

good deal of
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rabic' 3

Accredited Status of Postsecondary

Offering Occupational Programs, By R

institutions
I

gion, 1968-69

Region

r

.1.1.1101n

Nurlber of Irtztitutions
Percent

b
-Total Accredited .Pre-

accredited
No .Unaccredited

status

New England 69 12 12 45 83

Middle States 78 49 28 37 .

North Central 332 165 51 116 50

Southern 365 120 98 147 67

Northwest 79 50 15 /4 37

Western 96 90 5 1 6

Total 1,019. 486 209 324 52

a. Number with correspondent or affiliate status.
h. Percent of those with no regional status or with preaccredited status.

Source: Charles F. Ward, The State of AccreoiLation and Evaluation of
Postsecondary Occlipational Education in the United States,
Center for Occupational Education, North Carolina State
University at Raleigh, 1970, pp. 184-6. Th.- precise date of

these statistics is not given, but evidently they were compiled
from questionnaires- returned by state officials in 1969,
supplemented by data in the 1.968 directory of the American

Association. of Junior Collvgcs.

1.
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Accreditation takes time.. An institution may become a

"candidate" upon being legally authorized to operate but full 1

accreditation--and the full evaluation by a visiting teim that must

pricede.it--must wait until "one class has completed the full pro-

graT of instruction and been graduated:" In turn; ths.team visit

must await the completion of a'self-study, and the self4study must.
1

await prior consultation with commission consultants. By all

accounts, the conferral of initial accreditation is taken more

seriously than its later extension. This is the time when the

'accrediting agency is most strongly placed vlsl'a-vis the insti-
,

tution, since it is, easier to withhold a status that has not been

conferred than subsequently to withdraw it In addition, commission

staff are busy, commission consultants and'committee members'are

volunwers, and even if no critical educational problem emerges,

the entire process may prove protracted. In several situations,

the accreditation decision may be deliberately deferred for a
0

year or two "to give a-new institution time to mature...4 All

4
told, the Middle States handbook observes, "The application and

acceptance process takes time: time for the institution to prepare

the necessary documentation in a way which worthily represents

it, time to make the required visit to the institution, time for

the Commission staff and Committee orVEleveloping Institutions to

study the application, time for ammiss4on action."
4

An American Council on Education study found that at
V.

least 24 percent o f the institutions which opened tiaQir doors
J

$.

the years 1947-50 and 48 percent of those which opened-during

1951-55 werenot accredited by 1467. Institutions begun in 1956-60"-

were more likelyto'be accredited by 1967 than those begun in the
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preceding five years, many because they obtaned accreditation

through their patent institutions; but 65 percent of those founded

in 1961-b5yere unaccredited by 1967 It'should be stressed that

these were mainly conventional institutions. "There is no reason,

' to believe that they are 4 commonly unconventional or innovative

that their accreditation comes hard.... the general picture is

quite traditional.' 5. they had simply not served their time on

the accrediting queue. .

In sum: most egionally unaceredited institueions

listed.in the OE higher education directory have been small--

specialized professional schools, junior colleges, vocational

schools, and new institutions. Two other identifiable-groups have

been small, sectarian, financially weak, liberal arts colleges;

and 30-100 Yroprietary scholo authorized to award associate or

higher degrees. Thus, lack of regional accreditation often

reflects not low educational quality but the fact that an insti-

tution has lodged in one or another interstitial gap in the

accrediting system.

4 has been noted;tin the ..fall of 1972 only five

institutions enrolling over 2,499 students. held no regional

status. On any test of quality, he faculty and student bodies

of the 782 other institutions en oiling over 2,499 students could

range over a wide quality spectrum, from outstanding to ordinary

to quite poor. That wyd be true of almost any student bodies

(be they tested on spelling, geography,.carpentry, Regent

schplastic aptitude, or state licens(ng examinations).andiof most

faculties (be they measured by degrees, publications, honcts,

fi
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beard size, volubility, or other means). Yet the institutions

.4n:sing these 782 diverse faculties and student bodies are all

equally accredited. If accreditation is a mark of minimum

quality, the mark must be very low, just above the 4evel set by

degree mills.

Since forsaking quality grades and objective indices in the 1930s,

. ow
it is a'noot question if regional accreditation is supposed to attest to

the quality of an institution or rather, as the formula has since gone,

to its effectiveness in achieving its stated purposes and objectives.
Yn

Middle States insists that its commission "is-not a standaidizing s

agency" (our emphasis).6 North Central points out that some

accredited institutions "are highly selective; others admit all

who have graduated from high school.... Some are characterized mainly

by a strong intellectual tone; others place more emphasis on social

adjustment." AccreditatiOn signifies only that an institution "is

achieving,in an acceptable manner its avowed purposes. "7

Hence, regional accreditation is not primarily a judgment

of quality, or-if it is--and the word remains inexpungeable in the

literature as the idea is ineradicable from the minds of ,accred

itors---it is a judgment of the different qualities of di ferent

kinds of institutions. Norman Burns-comes to #ssentially the same

conclusion: "Since institutional goals are many bnd varied,

.quality has many ne,anings."
8

That is a diplomatic resolution of
4.

the political and morai'dilemma of drawing quality distinctions in

American democracy: as every individual has creditable qualities,

so.every institution has accreditable ones.



Additional Deatee-Cranting institutions

The J17.-iligher education dlrectory 1of-1q72-:73 was compiled tram

forms submitted by responding institutIons and state officials from May .,

to September 1972. More institutions were counted in two later surveys:

3,024 in te 1973 report of the AmericA Association of Collegiate

Registrars and Admissions Officftss, evidently based upon/forms sub-

mitted in the fail of 1972; and 3,243 in the forms submitted to us

from August to early,November 1973' by the heads of veterans state

approving agencies. In both later surveys, the number of,lnstitu-

tions was also higher in four-fifths or more of the states (Table

Presumably, some. of the additional institutions represented new

4).

community colleges; proprietary schools authorized to award associate

degrees; and small, unaccredited schools which did not qualify for

inclusion in the OE directory. A number reported by veterans state

approving officials were hospital schools classified as "instialtions

of higher learning" but often double counted with their affiliated

college which awarded t degree.

F.

A 1971 survey of postsecondary vocational programs (den-
.

tified at least 1,266 hospital "gfchools" (1,148 private and 118

public) enrolling 60,000 students or 47 per hospita1.9 The SASHEP_

study reported. an-enrollment.of 30,662 students in October 1970

at a- minfmum of 1,075 hbspttals, which offered 2,519 allied/health

programs accredited. by the AMA and collaborating agencies, or an

average of'12.2 students per program (the number per hospital would

.

be.1arger); averago tnrollment ranged from 2.8 students in dyto-.

technology to 37.1 iniphysical therapy progRams,
10

The National

Commission on Accreditingonce asked the American Society of

p.
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Clinical Pathologists to stop calling a "school" any program with

less than ten_ student: on that test, many., perhaps half of all

hospital "schools" would disappear. If the. incidence of regional

accreditation declines with institutional size, the same

said of allied health program accreditation, which seems

cannot be

able to

detect educational 'quality even in the abienCe of students and ,

'teachers. "Programs...are characterized not only, by small etral-

'meets but also

as many as two

program.program.

4

by small teaching staffs..... Pew hosAtals....have

persons who deliote ,full time to their educational

As an estimate, in the fall of 1972, 1,,300 hospitals

offered one or more allied hearth programs. The AIES staff have

classified them all as non-degree-granting; the VA staff, as

"institutions of higher learning:" Neither classification is

fully-accurate, 'since many hospitals award, associate or higher

degrees through affiliated-colleges and universities; others award
4

only their own cerWicatas and diplomas; and still others do both.

If we arbitrarily assign a third to each category insti-

tutions are generally classified by the highet level degree they

award,poo-thirds to the degree-granting and one-third to the non-

degree-grantin$ sector, that would yield an estimated 867 hospital

schools offertag degree-level instruction. However since these

schools do not themselves offer degrees, they do not increase the,

population of degree-grantini institutions (though the estimated.-
?

433 hchspttal schools which award their own certificates augment
. ,

the number of non-degree-granting postsecondary schools)..
6

With minor corrections and an allowance of 150 for institutions
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a.

not included in the PE directory, we may now.estimate the total number

of degree-granting institutions at 2,850 in the fall of 1972, of which

2,040 were regionally accredited, 375 held preaccredited status, and

perhaps 435 held st, regional status

Non- Degree - Granting Postsecondary Institutions

The Education Amendments of'1972, 1C'nneth Young notes,

redegne...higher education as postsecondary educations.... "l2

Joseph Cosand, former deputy commissioner for higher education, sought

to change his title and responsibilities to "postsecondary educe-
y

1 ,

tion ; the change was adopted toward theend of 1973. Increasingly,

California, New York, and other states are talking, planning, and

budgeting for "postsecondary," not "higher," education. The state

planning comrApsions called. for under the 1972 act are postsecondary

commissions. The new federal agencyonceived as a foundation for

the improvement of higher education emerged from the legislative

process as the Fund for the-Imevement of Postsecondary Education.

Robert Andringa, minority staff director of the .Houpe Committee on

Education end Labor observes that "We [in the Congressj now rphink of

6,000 or 7,00d institutions fn the 'postsedon#K):' community rather

than the 2,600. institutions in the 'higher education' community'

but the Congress does not have that accurate an idea of what it is
a

thinking.

Nonetheless, the Congress and government officials have

had a clearer and earlier idea .of the direction in which public

policy has been moving than leading spokesmen for higher education.
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The 978-page statistical tome prepared by Seymour .Harris for the

Carnegie Commission_on Higher Education is confined exclusively to

degree-granting institutions and contains not one table on the larger

universe of postsecondary education.
14

T he shelffuls.of books pro-

duced by the commission include nothing on non-degree-granting

institutions except for an unpublished work on vocatiOhia schools by
NV

Virginia Smith. The commission itself ignored the existence of this

sector throughout most of its six-year life but discovered it toward

(the end. In Toward a Learning Society, it frankly acknowledges
o

We have not earlier...looked at postsecondary
education in its entirety. This reflects the attention
to higher education in our founding charter as a
commission on, higher education. It also reflects the
only recent realization by us, and by many others, of
the actual and potential importance of the other, elements
of postsecondary education in addition to colleges
and universities.15

This obliviousness to postsecondary institutions not

listed in the OE higher education,directory'has been characteristic

of most higher educational scholars. It waetrue of our staff at

the outset of this study. One effect has been to exaggerate the

amount of federal money going to higher education; on the mistaken

assumption that "higher" and "postsecondary" education were synony-

mous. Critical problems of policy, funding, and accountability are

now posed by the extension of program eligibility to a large, rela-

tively unknown, number of institutions.

The Idea of "Postsecondary" Education

eIw
The emergence of "postsecondary" education is-attributable

to many factors, including the declining public esteem for higher

education following the disruptions of recent years; the rising costs
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of college and the declining employability of many graduates; the

effort to tie the. nation's` educational expenditures more closely

to its manpower needs; the effort to increase the practical useful-

ness of advanced education and to( dignify vocational education.

One.central'thrust of the idea of "career education" promoted by

Commissioner Sidney Marland is the effort to refurbish and dignify

vocational education. ,7Postsecondary" education is an eminently

democratic concept that seeks to equate, for purposes of public

policy, planning, and student aid, the education'of physicians and

*nurses aides, of physicists and plumbers,: of Ivy League freshmen

and4174-year-old high-school dropouts who return to school to learn

a trade. ,"Eleven, hundred community colleges have more clout than

forty-five members of the AAU" (The Association of American Uni-

versitiei), remarked one OE official in a 1972 interview. "For

years it has been national policy to help a student to study Creek,

but. not to learn a trade," said another OE official. "Postsecondary."

Q

. education seeks to correct that and to hold out the prospect of

continuing education.of any and every kind at any and every adult age.

So much for the underlying idea. But how are-postsecondary

institutions to be defined and counted?

If an accurate count of unaccredited degree-granting

institutions is difficult, one of all non-degree-granting post-

secondary schools is impossible from available data. Nonetheless,

we must try as best we can to assess the gross dimensions and

charabtetistics of this

by government policy to

vast educational territory, newly opened

student settlement and private enterprise.

A Maiority of the postsecondary institutions eligible for
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d

insured student loalvi in aevembet. t972 were non-degree-granting, .and

their number- has been rising markedly for some ears. If all such

/institutions were eligible, the loans might go to students at ten,

twenty, or, on same estimates, thirty thousand schools. Only a

portion of these Schools have substantial fixed assets and a settled

history.. The rest .come and go-in-response to env onmental conditions.

Two such conditions are money and attention,twhich are

likely to inflate the size of any edu. ,:.zonal sector examined in

isolation from its neighbors, making ti sum of the sectors larger

than the whole. In this manner, both ,condary schools and degree-

granting colleges max also be counted as non-degree postsecondary

schools if they offer some vocational, nowlegree programs. Many

"area vocational schools"' are, in fact, high schools that give some

vocational courses, to 17 -year -olds; and many junior colleges,

colleges, and universities offer terminal vocational courses to high-

school graduates.

The National Commission on the Financing of Postsecondary

Education defines,"postsecondary,education" a? "formal instruction,

research, public service, and other learning opportunities offeted by

educational institutions that primarily serve persons who have completed

secondary edecadbn or who are beyond the compulsory school attendance.

ve and that are accredited by agencies officially recognized for that

purpose by the U.S. Office of Education or are otherwise eligible

to participate in federal programs." The- commission also defines it

as "Any learning opportuniLy that is organized and recognized and

that is intended for persons who have completed their secondax
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education or who are beyond the ..ompulsory school attendance age.
16

The Accreditation and Institutional Eligibility Staff

defines postsecondary institutions as "institutes, colleges, unite:

varsities, or other schools offering instruction with educational,

professional, or vocational objectives or offering educational

credentials, primarily to persons who have completed or terminated

their secondary education or who are beyond the compulsory high

school attendance age.
17

The AIES deft:liaison makes no mention of research and public

service, which seem misplaced in a siricter definition of

"education"; they were _presumably included by the commission because

it is.difficult to separate these costs from the costs orinstruction

at many universities and professional schools. Contrariwise, the AIES

definition includes schools or institutions not eligible for federal

programs, excluded by the commission, again preiumably, to simplify.

their problem pf assessing costs. Since our main interest is to count'

institutions, not money, the AIES definition is more useful, and it is

also closer to most of the statutory language.- However, both definitions

are-less explicit than they might be about the degree of formal

organization requisite for a "school" or "institution."

Let us, therefore, define a "postsecondary institution" as a

formally organized, legally authorized, relatively stable school

offering instruction for more than half of the year to students who

have completed high school or are beyond high-school age. Some of, the
0 la

widely varied statistics on the number and enrollment of non-degree

postsecondary institvtions and their estimated costs or, expenditures,

are summarized in Table 5.
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Table 5

Estimated Number of Private.Nore-Degree-Granting Postsecondary
Schools,Students,.and Costs, 1964-73

71-
...,.......111

Source Year Number of
Average

Number:o:.

Students

Total
,

'(Trillions)

Schools
(thousands)

Students
(Millions)

1- 1964 35 +j 5.0 143 $125
2 , 1966 1.6 221 $563-2,627
3 1967 15

4 1969. 4.7
3.6a
1.1,

1970 35
1970 15.3

9.6a
5.7b

1970 5.8 11,873
3.8a 1,610a
2.0b 263b

8: 1.970 7+ 1.5+

9 1971 9.7
10' 1971 . 8.4 3.3 387 $2,500

11 1972 30

5-10 5.0 530-1,000
12

.

1 1972 10 3.0 300

13 1972 1.7

'14 / 1973 10
°

3.2 4

15 1973 7.6+

Avera e East

Stulenti

1,15-7.00
$360-1,889

$323
423a
132b

$850-900

.or

a. Regular enrollment 'b. Correspondence courses

Sources: Most of the schools included in these estimates*are private proprietary
schools offering non-degree courses; a number may be private nonptofit schoolA.
Estimates in the 30-35,000 range include, and those in the'5-15,000 range exclude,
avocational schools.

1. Harold F. Clark and Harold S. Sloan, Classrooms on Main Street, Teachers
College Press, Columbia University, :New York, 1966, p. 4. The tuition
estimate seems much too low.

2. The school-and enrollment figures derive from A. Harvey Belitsky, Prixate
Vocational Schools ,aed Their Students, Schenkman Publishing, Co. , Cambridge,'
-.Mass., 1969, p. 9. The tumt figures from the Report of the Analysis
Group, HEW Vocational Education Review Task Force, Operations Research, Inc.,
Silver Spring, Md., September 25, 1970, Vol. 1, pp. 9-14; we have recalculated
them here, since they are miscalculated in the original text. They are based
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upon .a low avevOf $360 per veteran enrollee and a high of $1,889 for
11,000 enrollees in "programs .[not further specified] administered by the
Office of Education." The extrapolations are fanciful, but no more so than
many other estimates.

Estimate of Walter Gale, Office of Education, memorandum, May.22 1967.

4. 'Estimated number of persons'17 years or older participating in.edutation
at public' or. private schools. (3.6 million) arvi Correspondende courses..
(1.1, million) in 1' bailed upon a Census Current. Population Survey
(Imogene E. Okes, cicipation in Adult Education 1969, Interim Report,
Office of Education, 1971, pp. 28,-9). 4

5. Joseph Hardman,'"Aczrediting and Licensing of Private Schools," address at
annual conference of National'Association of State Approvirg Agencies,
M°arni Beach, Florida, June 15 1970.

6. Stanley Moses, The Learning
Educational Policy Research

N Syracuse, N.Y., March 1970,N

Force: !fin Approach to the Politics of Education,
Center,vSyracuse University Research Corporation,
p, 22.

7. Estimates in Towarhannels toLife, Work,
and Service, Carnegie

_Toward

Commission on Higher Education, Berkeleyi Calif.,
October 1973 (offiet text).

B. John pellenback, "Report on Proprietary VocationA Schools," Congressional 4.
Record, Aug. 12, 1970, daily edition, p. E 1581.

9. Estimated number of non-degree schools in a 1971 OE survey of,sdhools
offering postsecondary vocational programs,'sUbtracting .787 junior colleges
390 colleges, Etta an estimated 867 hospital schools affiliated with degree-

. grahting institutions from the 11,731 schools reporting.

10. Estimates in a document that cannot he further identified here..

11. Estimates of,, Richard Ftliton inia July 19720address reprodkiced in The Compass,.
October 1972,1). 8.- The 30,000 estimate includes avocatronal schools. .

12. Ronald S. Pugsley, U.S. Office of Education, Statement Wore the State of
Wisconsin Educational Approval Board, Sept. 13, 1972.

13. _Based upon 2,004 responses to a probability survey of, 1,110 household
residents conducted in .1972 by the Response Analysis!CorpOration for the
Commission on Non-Traditional Study (Diversity .by DeaAgn, JOssey-Bass, Se%
Francisco, 1973, pp. 14 -15, 82).

14. Consumer.Bulletin No. 13, Federal Trade Commission, 1973, p. 3.

15. Responses of veterans state approving agency officials to a question about
the number of licensed non-degree-granting, postsecondary'schools asked In
our survey conducted August - October 1973; six states did not respond to I
this question.

4
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Tho estimates of 30-35,000 priva proprietary (they-are

sometimes called "specialty ") schools includ avocational and

recreational schools: The number can be little more than 'a hunch

based upon the assumptipn that there are as many or more avoca-

tional as vocational schools. How many is anyone's guess, since

such "schools" often need not be licensed and are excluded from

federal ptograms. What is and is not avocational can be difficult

to determine; the same instruction--e.g., in photograph, flying,
0

al-t, music, voice, modeling, foreign language, speed reading,

"self-improvement," and even typing--can be vocational for some

students and avocational- for others. In the appendix to our sur-

vey, we asked veterans state approving agency officials who felt

able to do so to estimate the number of "strictly avocational

schools such as,those teaching social dancing, arts and crafts,

sports, hobbies, and other leisure' time activities," but only

seven did so (Table 6).

The.re!.ults are puzzling. Are there really no avoca-
%

tional school9 in..New Mexico? Why is the District of Columbia

the only jurisdiction reporting more avocational than vocational

schools? Perhaps the nuciber reported approximates. the number for. -

.

which licenses are required in a given jurisdiction and, plainly,

the statutory inclusion or, exclusion of even one numerous group

such as modeling or driver training schools can markedly alter the

response.
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kble 6

Estimated Number of. Private Postsecondary Vocational and Avocational

Schools in Six States and the District of Columbia, 1973

State Vocational . Avocational

Maryland 222 70

Kentucky 139 50

Minnlsota 125 10

New lxico 120 0
.

Utah 69 . 35

Dist ict,of Columbia 54 75

New Hampshire 48 5

Total 717 245

Source: Survey of veterans state approving agency officials,
August - October 1973.

41.

Public Postsecondary Schools

Estimates of the number of public, non-degiee-granting,
A

exclusively postsecondary Schools are strangelfabsent from the

sources we have starched. Many non-degree vocational postsecondary

courses and programs are reported; but exclusively postsecondary

institutions which do not grant degrees? There may be 500 or 2,000:

we simply do not know. In: NOvember 1972, veterans attended some.

2,095 public "institution's below college level"; but we do not know

how many were secondary schOols, A 1971 OE survey identified 737

public postsecondary vocational schools and institutes, and 118 public
1

4

hospital sChools; we do not kMow

9
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.
how many did and did,not award degrees (most, probably, did not).

4 A
In .969,

.

04.ideiltified 470 public technical/vocational post:-

secondary lhoOja and another 212 joint secondary/postsecondary

schools; in 1970, 941 public area vocation], schools, many oper-

ating also at, the secondary or associate degree levels. The

Carnegie Commission on Higher'Education estimates a 1970 enrollment

of 1 million students (or a full-time equivalent of 350400) in
re

public postsecondary "programs" (not schools) with an average

enrollment tf 447, students in 2,231programs at a total instruc-
.

.

I8
tional cost \of $459 millidn. .The Office of Education estimated

a 1971 enrollment of 2.3 million in.public postseCondary, schools.

Any one of the foregoing ntebers seems to enhane our knowledge

but all. taken together enhance our confusion.

Statistics on the number ofipostsecondary institutions

are confounded by multiple counting and methodological inconsistencies.

We have alreaIy mentioned how each hospital "school" of nursing or
4

allied health is counted separately by the Veterins Admitiiiitrationt"

and the Office of Education, inflating the number of pOstsecondary

"schools" by 1,000 to 2,000 or more. An i1determinate number of

these "schools," which award degrees through affi lated colleges

and universities, are not independent irtstituti . If they are

.auto be regarded as independent, then each high;; educational

"institution" in the OE directory should be/counted not once but as

many times as it offers Separately identi able academic, vocational, or

professional programs and degrees. It i preposterous to, count as a

"school" a hospital-based program enro ling two students, and yet not

count massive university-baSed schoo of medicine, education, law, and
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engineering. Yet thet-preposterous.pattice is the rule' in most OE

"postsecondary" sbatistiks.

The public vocational sector is conf nded by the presence in

many institutions of vocational ant liberal alts instruction, of

students under and over the statutory -age of "po taecondery" puberty,

of courses which are and are-it acceptable for c4lege credit, and of

programs which do and do not terminate in degrees.\\As Charles Ward

observes,

...occupational education ranges in, level'-fr.
school throughithe equivalent of the first
baccalaureatetprogram. To further complicate
occupational/education at the postsecondaty I
comprehensive community colleges, technical, nstitutes, area
vocational schools, and even fn institutions which functton_as
technical-vocational high schools in the daytime and as
postsecondary, occupational education institutions in the evenings.19

the junior high
years of a-
he problem,
el is offered in

This amalgam of diverse educational streams and levels in the

same institution has been a major obstacle to the iqitiation of

vocational school accreditation the regional associations. Accustomed

to the historical distinction between "secondary" and "higher", education

(and accrediting commissions) in the liberal artstradition, they have

had difficulty accommodating themselves to the unaccustomed realities

of vocational education. Falling between two stools, public postsecondary,

vocational education has thua remained undefined, unrecognized--and

unaccredited.,:,

The baneful consequOces of standardization, attacked by the

404

critiL of accreditation arethe obverse side of a valuable function

which accreditation can perform only insofar as it defines and main-

tains standards: the enlightenment of the public about identifiable
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segments of the educational universe. No serious student of edu-
.e

cation can afford to sneer at hccreditation-when he sees the morass,

of ignorance in which we are left withoptiit and the semblance of order

. ti it it can int*odoce. Since the Southern and N4w England associations

. established separ.P.r: commissions on voeational education, they have. . ,
,

, .

t-
\*

begun to introduce some order into the Rostseeanddry morass in their\.

\regions. 'Thus, the Southern Association Commiqee\son Occupational
.

.Education has published a list of 104 affiliated vocational and techni7
$ .

A .
cal 4i.1iools'in seven states, enrolling some 88,000 students or an

4

--- average of 850; the address of each school apd-the nale of each director-.

is also provided, together with the detailed standards that each is

expected to meet.

from it.

Let its return 0 Table 5 and see what else we can earn

We do.not know how many private, postSecondary non-degree-

granting schools-are nonprdf it. A number of the schools accredited

by the National Home Study council and the AsSociation of Indepen-

dent Colleges and Schools are-nonprofit and the same must be true

of the entire population of 10,000 to 330,000 or more private schools:

but how Many and what kinds? All nonprofit schools are not gov-

erned, like private colleges,.by largo public boards; many, some-

times called anomolously "proprietary nonprofits," are more closely

held.

The estimated number of students at private non-degree-

granting postsecondary schools ranges from 1.5 to 15.3 million;

the high estimates must include, students in adult education,

correspondence, and. e4ension courses. The estimated average
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enrollment ranges from 143 to 1,000,per school. The high figure,

giVen by Richard Fulton, explicitly refers to the average number..

of students passing through a school in a year. The number present

\at a given date might be half or a third of those who pads through

in a year--as of October 1, 1972, it was an average of about 258

full-time-equivalentsiUdents at 479 accredited business schOols.29

Most of the statistics painfully fail to convert enrollment and

cost estimates into, comperable terms, adding in one tnerry sum full-time

year-round, full-dime short-term, part-time year-round, and part-time
Z .

short-term students. The one attempt we have seen to convert these

statistics into terms comparable with established statistics fccr higher

educational institutions is that of the Carnegie CommissiOn on Higher

Education in Toward a Learning Society. The result is a vast deflation

in the magnitude of postsecondary enrollments. Correspondence school

enrollment alone is deflated from a total of 2 million students to

a full-time equivalent of 50,000. Postsecondary enrollment in all

non-degree-granting institutions is estimated at the full-time

equivalent of 2 million, barely a fiffhof the comparable 10.9

million enrollment in degree-granting institutions. However, non-

degree-schools appear more economical than higher educational

institutions per student hour, except for correspondence courses,

which prove to bed he most expensive form of instruction an an
.

hourly basis, though one of the cheapest in average program cost

(Table / 7).

What can now be said about the status of accreditation

in the non-degree postsecondary sector?

7
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Little can be Added to what has already been said about the

public portion. Accepting the Carnegie Commission's figures, some 3.9

million part-time postsecondary students, or a lull-time-equivalent of

300,000, were receiving instruction in secondary. (and even some elemen-

tary) schools iii.1970. However, our study has been confined to post7.

secondary schools and accrediting, and we have made no inquiries about

the accredited status of tWese secondary schools, which was determined

by the regional secondary school commissions.

Throughout the history of regional accreditation, it seems,

there have been groups of institutions ineligible for a period,

which were subsequently rendered eligible when their numbers and

pressures roseteachers:colleges, Junior colleges, and specialized

institutions. Public posisedondary vocational.schools are following

a we worn path. Since regional accreditation was-not available

to most of these schools, their lack of accreditation means no-
,"

thiTig in educational terms. InSeptemher 1971, AIES'counted at

least 1,024 public postsecondar>vocaional schdols of which

I58, were accredited hospital schools of allied health or nursing,

61 were vocational schools accredited by the Southern asiociatien,'

and the remaining 805 were evidently unaccredited. The last figuxie

is not fully reliable but it is the best that can be offered herei.

The Proprietary School Sector
,

J.This brings tut tto the pri'Ate proprietary school

sector, about which a good deal more must be said because it

presents many of the key problems ollf federal program eligibilit .t

In recent years, fortune has smiled on proprietary schoidis.

r
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Federal and state legislatures have liked their practical, no frills

outlook (and their lack of critical philosophizing, political .activism,

or student protest), their comparative chtapness, their experience in

conveying useful skills quickly, their. attitude of serving rather thanc,

disdaining industry, their ready adaptability to changing market

demands and active interest in placement. To many, they have seemed a

useful counterweight to the academicism of liberal arts colleges and

the ineffectiveness of training in large and unruly public junior

colleges and technical institutes. It Was natural for a free-market

ideologist like Milton Friedman and an advoate 1 student vouchers

. like James Col6man to testify on behalf of proprietary education in

the Marjorie Webster case; anyone who believes that competition is as

good in education a4 in business might favor an expanded role for

business in education.

Almost everyone, it seems, wishes proprietary schools well thest

days--except for a long list of those who view them with hostility,

suspicion, inaifference, or scorn. For, regardless of how well they

may stand with the government, industry, and large segments of the

public, they remain low man on the educational totem pole; and since,

if accreditation is anything,, it is a mark of status, the lowly status

of proprietary schools and their accrediting agencies cannot be

".ignored in any realistic assessment of their place in the postsecondary

universe. In part, this is due to their concentration on vocational

education; in part, to their having been cast out of the educational

temple fifty or sixty years ago, and never invited back in. As we

have seen, education for the professions was once damjnated by

.1 r
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proprietary schools, but the rise of the modern professions went

together with the fall of Proprietary education, and it will be

Many years, if ever, before it is match:at to the position it held

before the days of Flexner. Even so conservative a professional

body as the AMA has difficulty today in acknOwledging the value,

or countenancing the accreditation, of the proprietary education -

in allied health fields.

The same is true of $uch neighboring fields as dentistry,

optometry, veterinary medicine, and nursing. Wherever pro-

prietarY programs are accredited in these fields, either (in a

. ,

very few cases) by the paramount professional association or (more

typically) by a new and more humble agency created for, the purpose,

they are designed to-train paramedical and laboratory technicians,

physician' and dental assistants, practical nurses, and other

lowly aides of the lofty professions. Proprietaryand vocational

schools serve to provide low -paid helpto the high-paid graduates

of university professional schools. The ideology of business

enterprise may dominate our economy but the ideology of the medieval

.guild continues to dominate education for the grofesaions.and

their ancillary crafts.

One-Ipmmercial directory lists the names and,addresses

of some 5,000 industrial, .vocational, and trade schools, It is

published in a looseleaf format,.which is wise, in view of the

schools' volatility.
21

The California veterans approving agency

reported 1,265 licensed postsecondary schools to us in October

1973; a 1971 OE survey received responses from 1,328 proprietary

schools in the state; a third survey compiled 'a verified list of.

1,788" as of May 1972.22 The more tipie that is taken in compiling
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a list, the more schools it is likely to contain, if only because

new births enter the public record tore rapidly than deaths are

cleansed from it. Theifew surveys which have attempted.to reach

ndhbers of unaccredited schools invariably receive many letters

returned in the mails as und'eliverable. One section of the New

York state education *department reported 229 private trade schc.11

licenses in force in 1970 and 236 in 1971: 25 were newly issued,

and- 18 had expired during the year, represTting'as annual birth

rate of 11, and a death rate of 8, percent. 23
Of 150 proprietary

schools in four cities contacted by Wolman ane4er colleagues. over

'a nine-month period, 37 went out of busine_ss.
24 't

he most Com

prehensive recent survey, undertaken by OE in 1971, identified

8,258 proprietary schools nationwide; since the forms were completed

Over a period of many months (and the resultant directory was not

published until 1973) more than 1i000 may no longer exist, though

they have doubtless been replaced by many whose names have yet to

be discovered. The distribution by type of school is shown in Table

An estimate for 1971 prepared independently of the OE

tabulation, yielded a population of 8,439 proprietary schools, roughly

in line with the numbers reported in the OE survey; but it appears

that OE shied. off surring over 600 unaccredited correspondence

schools. That skittishness, and OE's debarme& from its published

directory of 3,549 scho is ineligible for either federally insured

loans or veterans benefits, should be noted. It has, we believe,

a larger significande not entirely dissimilar from President Taft's

supprespion of the Babcock ratings, in indicating the amodrIt of

information that we can expect a government agency\to disclose.
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Table 8

Proprietary Schools by Type, 1971
0

Type Number Percent

'Cosmetology .2,433 29

Flight 1,861 23

Business 1,635 . 20

Technical 1,001 12

Trade 912 11

Correspondence 152 2

Other 264. 3

V.

Total 8,258 100

Soured:
Tatulation of,the proprietary, non-degree-granting portion
of,11i731 postsecondary schools with vocational programs,
of which 8,182 (including 5,036 proprietary schools) were
published in Evelyn R. Kay, Directory of Postsecondary
Schools with Occupational Programs 1971, Public and Private,
U.S. OfficT of Education, 1973.

A Proprietary School SaaaLmELELLE
.

.:&
4.7

Before proceeding to compare the characteristics of accredited

A and unaccredited schools, let ps stop to describe proprietary schools440

car
as a type. It js not easy to do this, because of their' extraordinary

diversity and volatility, their general non-responsiveness to surveys,
40

and their private-property view of operating information. (When we
er"

innocently asked a large correspondence school about its experience;

with stude7nt loans, the first response we received was a phone call
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from an attorney asking why we wanted the information.) It is

even more difficult to draw meaningful comparisons between pro-

prietary and public vocational schools and between accredited and

-unaccredited proprieta'ry schools, because comparable and repre-

seNative samples simply do not exist: they are hard to devise in

principle and almost impossible to obtain in practice. Most of

our knowledge therefore stems from accredited schools.

Independent studies of unaccredited as well as accredited

proprietary schools are urgently needed to lay the basis for improved

public.pelicies and informed student choice. Unaccredited pro-
fi'

prietary schools would advance their cause if they did more to

announce themselves to the world and to public observers --to'educa

tors, counselors, journalists, and scholars. The proprietary

schdol associations formed in an-increasing number of states have

advertised their schools to high-school students and counselors;

alerted their members to government regulatory requirementsand

to how seriously or lhxly they are likely to be enforced; and have

,lobbied with state legislators and licensing bodies for favorable,

regulations, for the right to award associate degrees, and for

subcontracting by public schools. However, their promotional

interests, competitive membership, nonacademic outlook, and sparke

resources have limited the information they impart to the public.

It will be many years before proprietary schools are known a tenth

as well as institutions of higher education.

Most of what we now know about them derives from pro-

tagonists and detractors. Chief among the detractors have been

journalists, consumer advocates, and regulatory officials, who,`

rt

-e
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disturbed by the abuses they encounter, assume them to characterize

4

most, or many, proprietary schools.

1.
tions in advertising and reciting

These abuses imclude misrepresents-

by commissioned salesmen; the

admission orall paying applicants, regardless of ability; inequitable,

or no, refunds to students who withdraW; poor physical conditions and

equipment; poor to useless instruction;.inadaquate record keeping; and

poor or nonexistent placement services. "-Schools prey on the weak

and downtrodden Crecruiter4 have,been.known 60 gO systematically

through housing projects,'slum high shoals, and military bases",

stirring the hope of simple and ignorant persons for glamorous jobs

that do not exist^andior which they Will never qualify.

Good and honest.echools, of whicivwe hope there are many more

than poor-'and dishonest ones (though no one can say eAactly what are
4

their respective numbers), exhibit all the opposite features. Chief

among their protagonists are representatives of agencies, accrediting

proprietary schools; school owners and their attorneys and lobbyists;

practical - minded CongresSmen; OE officials who (sometimes desper-

ately) rely on those agencies to save them from the abuses of which'

they are well aware (though they tend to discount their incidence

and severity); and scholars who, finding accredited schools the best
N

known and easiest to study, help to make therittlatt known and do

not bite the hand that feeds them information:

In a broad educational, economic, and political sense, proprie

tary schools compete for students, status, money, and governmental

dispensations with all public and nonprofit institutions. The point

is highlighted by the preference of some spokesmen for the terms "tax-

paying, tax-consumingaiid-tax-avoiding" institutions. However,
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certain factors (such as the importance to both of tuition income, and,

hence, their support of government aid to students) can unite the

for-profit and nonprofit private sectors against the public. Due to

the emphas,is of private higher education on the liberal arts and

professions, proprietary schools are in more direct competition with

public vocational`- schools and junior colleges. One cannot attend a

meeting of proprietary school owners without hearing criticisms of

the wastefulness and ineffectiveness of public schools; complaints

about) how enrollments dropped off after. the local community college

--embarked On a new program in data processing or office management;

and--the final, bitter blow--how'they have to pay taxes to subsidize

their opposition. .;

Many proprietary schools have gone under as a result. Those

which survive have done so by offering students something they could

not get in free public institutions (or by leading thido to think that

for long enough to sign an enrollment contract): small classes;

quick, practical training without academic philosophizing; help in

placement; 'few questions asked prior to admission; and unique speciallted

courses and equipment which the ponderous bureaucracy of large public

educaticnal systems cannot teadily i,rovide. They may also be nhvsicallv

more accessible than many junior colleges which have moved to the

suburbs to escape the nroblems of the inner city.

A mere recital of nrivate school offerings is instructive.. In

addition to drafting, aviation and 'automotive trades, beauty culture,

modeling, barbering, medical and deuta4 technology, computer pro-

gramming, printing, photography, commercial,art, radio and TV
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repairs, and bartending a New York state report lists courses in

the garment trades., brewing, electrolysis, security officer, finger

printing, floristry, foods and dietetics, jewelry trades, baby and

geriatriC care, marine navigation, neon signs dry_ cleaning, press-

ing, hotel training, upholstery*, Swedish massage, dog 4rooming,

and farrier. There are courses in English for foreigners and

foreign languages .for Americans, in belly dancing and social dancing,

Chinese cooking and French cooking, autOrand truck driving; tax

returns, real estate, -,and investments; there are probably un-

licensed courses in gambling, striptease; distilling, burglary,

and guerilla warfare.

Comkon features f proprietary schools (other than

correspondence Schools) are their smallness, the frequency with

which courses are started and students admitted, and the rale-

-
tively short seldom as long as a year) but intensive period of

instruction in almarrow range of-technical subject matter. We were,

no doubt, invited to above-average schools; an overriding impression'

we gained there was of intensive, no-nonsense instruction and

student concentrlationawith none of the Physical comforts, cultural

-

interests, or social activities,- the sense of relaxation or even

frivolity of the liberal arts college. .Schools operate year-round

and accept part-time as well as full-time students, often of

markedly different backgrounds. At one central city secretarial

school we' visited, day students were mainly young middle..class

white suburban women studying full time in preparation for their

first job; evening students were mainly youngblack women studying

part-time after having completed a day's work.
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The Carnegik Commission data show that proprietary edu-

/s

cation is relatively economical. it is economical, thoufh profit-

able, because it ma es the maximum day and year round use of its

capital investment/and wastes no mOney on lawns or building maint-
.

enance (most schools are in rentedfacilities) -- or on libraries,

museums, invited lecturers, concerts, and other offerings that

distinguish a cultural from an occupational institution. .7La the

barbering, cosm!tology, nursing and allied health fields, schools

are so closely `,inked to practice that ethical issues can arise of

just CIThen'and where to draw the line between a student who pays

for instruction and an apprentice who earns at least his keep

while be learns. The close tie-between a'plant and a school, a

"knowledge industry"forporation. (such as a book or computer firm)

and a imhool, or a commercial or hospital laboratory and a school

can facilitate training and placement but also can pose conflicts

of practical interest and educational philosophy for the ichool.

managers.

. Proprietary schools are also economical because they have

few highly paid, and n tenured Cm unionized,, faculty. Low average

pay may be partially compensated for by the fact that proprietary

schools often have a better teacher: student ratio than community

colleges. Teachers.-- "professors" would be'i plicable -- are

on short term or yearly salaries roughly compare le to those at

high school; they rarely hold graduate degrees and need not have

jumped through all the academic hoops required of certified high-

. school teachers. Of 726 teachers in a 1966 survey of accredited

trade and technical schools, 387 had no more than a highl=school



education, 246 a bachelor's, and 28 a higher degree. :Moat teachers

entered trade schools directly froi the world of work in which they.

had had at least eight years experience, not necessarily in. the

same field that they were teaching.

Faculty in business schools tend to have more formal educational .

qualifications. They may teach 25 or 30 hours a week, (31 hours VAS the

maximum permitted under AICS 1973 standards). Of 510 full-time teachers

at accredited NATTS schools, 343 worked 35 hours a week and 119, 40

hours. in 1966. The hard work, modest pay and limited opportunity for

professional advanceient can lead to a high turnover. Of 477 teachers

at NATTS schools, 120 had been in their position for a year or less

'and 246, for 3 year or less. "It is obvious," Elouise Johnson

writesv)uthat the private trade and technical school has a consid-

-
erable turnover problem.-

25

Staff, student and program turnover can also result frOm

changes in ownership and management. Normal management turnover

has been increased by the recent entry of large coeporate chains

into the business. "Institutions often are bought, sold, merged,

opened or closed, for business and economic reasons unrelated to

4ducation.
fl26

40

Many eood.schools have a normal flow of students by perional referrals

without lifting alinger'to get them. And some good schools are in danger

of closing because they do not snend enough on advertisine. An examnie

was a small dental technolow4 school we visited, with first-class eauin-

ment and instruction but too Few students to sustain itself (unless, a%
0

. was likely, the. owner could write off his losses against the nrofits of

his busy dental t nology laboratory which manufactured false teeth
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next door) . The manager seemed a model professional man, devoted

to the technical and intellectual ii:spects of his profession, but a

poor businesSman. Hut most schools assign large sums to advertising

and recruiting, with the ever-present danger- of misrepresentation,

or of relaxed standards of honesty and candor, in order to main-
.

taln tuition volume.

One thing even good proprietary schools have failed to

achieve is the sense of &Durant loyalty. Thin" is a price they pay

for their efficiency, their lean qUarters, Ow constant influx and

exodus of students, staff, and managers, the lack of leisure' and

contZmplation, for their contractual rather than. academic character:

they can produce trained persons, but not a sense of colpunity.

However, all too few colleges succeed 51 that these days, and the

situation of Colleges and proprietary schools is the same in another

respect: only those with too many applicants can afford to raise

their admission standards. iL a community college has low stan-

dards because it cannot, lay law, turn anyone away, many proprietary

schools havelaw standards because they cannot, .ut of economic

necessity, turn anyone away.,f hard-pressed or greedy proprietary

schools misrepresent the education they otfer, so do hard-pressed

academic administrators and faculty greedy for influence. It is

possible b t-unlikely that in alloCating virtue among men,.God gave

more to those at nonprofit institutions.

Accredited and Unaccredited Proprietary Schools

And what can be said of the comparative virtues of

accredited and unaccredited schools? 'A cross-section of the pro-
.

prietary universe, with estimates of the place of accredited and

- -e



unaccredited schools in eaei of fogr^Major subsections, is given

in Table 9.

. The enrollment estimates for cosmetology schools aro /0

low. Belitsky put them at an average of 110 students a year in

1966 or a total of 272,000 nationally in 2,477 schools;27 a good

source put the average enrbllment of accredited schools at about

50 students, in 1972. (The Cosmetology Accrediting Commission will

not accredit schools with less than 18 or 20 students, because

most state boards require one teacher for eve- 15 to 29 students,

which sets a lower limit to the size of an accredited school with

. even one fu147time teacher.) Nonetheless, the estimates are use-

ful in indicating the larger size of accredited schools and the
-

relative inroads of accreditation in each broad field.

The dominance, in their' respective markets, bf eorrespon-
.

dence and business schools accredited by NHSC and AICS is note-
*

worthy, as is the distance that schools accredited by the National

.Association of Trade and Technical Schools (NATTS) and the Cosme-,

tolOgy Accrediting Commission (CAC) have to go before they assume

such a position. The remaining agency accrediting-predominantly

in the proprietary field, the Accrediting Bureau of Medical Lab- -ILI

oratory Schools, is in a shakier position. In October 1973, it

accredited 106 programs infields dominated by the American Medical

Association, which accredited vastly more programs in public and

nonprofit institutions and hospital's.' Should the AMA enter the

proprietary field in a major way, it would threaten its smalll rival

much as the opening of a supermarket threatens the survival of a

all grocery.

4
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Table 9

Estimated Number, Enrollment, and Income of
Accredited and Unaccredited Proprietary Schools, 1971

Type of,School Total Accred- Unac- Percent
iced credited Accred-

ited

Number of sdhools

Total 8 439 -1 419 7,020 17

4 Trade and technical 3,320 320 3,000 10
Cosmetology 3,152 452 '2,700 14
Business 1,200 480 720 40
COrrespondence 767 167 600 22

Annual enrollment (thousands)

Total 3,288 1,918 1,370 58

Trade and technical 878 128 750 15
Cosmetology 600 10 50 17
Business 220 150 70 68
Correspondence

fl"

2,130 1,630 500 77

Average enrollment

--Total
.

390 1,352 195 ,--1.,,L-

Trade and technical 264 400 250
Cosmetology 19 22 19
Business 183 313 97
Correspondence

,
2,777 9,760 833

Source: lay not be identified, but derives in part from estimates
providedrat the time by the four agencies accreditingin these fields.
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The greater inroads of accreditation in the business and

_correspondence school fields reflect their longer history of'effort,

traceable to the founding of the National Association of Accredited

Commercial Schools in 1912 and the National Home_Study Council .

in 1926. Their current accrefifting commissions were formed in 1952 and

aug 1955, and reca40.zed by the Commissioner of Education in 1956 and 1959,

respectively. In the organizational mode of the 1970s,, accreditation by

all four agencies has been much-influenced by the eligibility provisions
fto.p

col .

Likt

. 4114 of federal legislation, particularly the 1952 Veterans Readjustment

Assistance Act and the 1965 legislation extending insured loans to

students at proprietary schools accredited by recognized agencies.

Numerous observers attest that the lines began to format the agencies'

doors after 1965. In that year,-only 9 Texas business schoOls were

accredited; by 1970, there were 32, and applications were pending

from 12 mre. 28
Accreditation was said to add a clear sum to the

marketable value of business schools, and it is doubtful that the

resolve of the Association of Independent Colleges and Schools, in

iz 1973, to withdraw and reexamine the accreditation of all schools

changing ownership has eliminated its value. Accredited corres-

pondence schools enrolled about 88 percent of the 212,000 veterans

taking correspondence courses frOm June 1966 through June 1970.

The twelve schools which enrolled the largest number of veteran

beneficiaries in 1972 (each then enrolled from 5.5.to 51.1 thousand

beneficiaries) were all accredited correspondence schools.

"rrivare.schoOls 'cad very little interest in accredita-

tion" prior to 1965, writes a knowledgeable Ohio ea.cator.29 NATTS

itself, not coincidentally, was formed in 1965 and recognized in
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1967, after the minimum two-year wait required by.OE regulations.

"Shortly after..., nearly 100 schools applied for membership....

Requests for infdrmation were receiVedfrom hundreds" of other

schools."" Some 151 schools were accredited by NATTS in 1966;

406 in 1973, and a staff of nine has been arranging 25 new site

visits a month. The "first list of accredited business schools,

published in 1953-54
,
contained 115 schools; in 1973, AICS

accredited 507. The number of NHSC-accredited schools grew from

52 in 1955 to 188 in 1973. The recent growth in accreditation by

the four major agencies accrediting proprietary schools is indi-

cdied in Table 10,

As they constituted less of a professional community, the

self esteem of accreditation has probably meant less to proprie-

tary schools than to most colleges. The fact that most agencies

accrediting proprietary, schools are much younger than the re-

gionals might alone suggest that,: It is interesting that both.

AICS and NHSC, which have been accrediting longest, have a signi-

ficant admixture of tionpiofit numbers. Business schools are white-
;

collar schools, while, for all of its illusions and puffery if not

chicanery, correspondence education has long been infused with a

public service outlook vouchsafed by the Carnegie Corporation, the
fi

Armed Services, and other established bodies. However, proprietary

school agencies have a long way to. go before they achieve the

standing of the. regionals. Even critics view regional accredi-

tation, like the Liberty, Bell, as a cracked and unresounding

bol of something worthy; proprietary school accred tation has a

more dubious status.
1.
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Table 10

Number of Private Schools Accredited by

rota Agencies,-1g71 73,

Agency, Years

1973 1972 - 1971.

CAC 547 510 452

AICS'. '507 499 . 48Q

NATTS 406 340 320

NIISC 188 181 167.

Total 1,648 1,530, 1,419

Source: 1972 and 1973; survey of accreditine aeencies: 1971, Table 11.

In December 1q71, ROMP 10 percent of the schools accredited by AICS

and 12 schools accredited by NNSC were nonprofit.
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Some evidence of this is provided b,the responses we

received from the heads of veteran state approving agencies (Table 11)-..

The lesser readiness of these officials to accept accreditation as

attesting to the quality or, especially, the probity of.proprietary
-Oa

schools than of coll'ege's is plain. (They are also less inclined

to trust it as a test of probity at colleges.)
7

The grounds of skepticism, set forth in their 'comments,

may be summarized thus: accreditation visits every five years are

too infrequent to monitor the status of a school--"educationak -

quality in these schools...changes overnight"; "the accrediting

agencies do not police their members adequately"; "we have far more

complaints regarding accredited proprietary schools than non-

accredited schools"; "no relationship has been shown between in-!

tegrity and accreditation"; and many accredited schools are in-
.

-'7"feeior to unaccredited ones.

I
Some Charac'teristics of Unaccredited Schoels

Few comparisons of accredited and unaccredited, schools .

ere

a

have been conducted.

One, undertaken by Virginia Smith for-the Carnegie.
. -

Commission on Nigher Education, apparently shows few marked dif-
.

ferences,between accredited and unaccredited schools. The latter

are often smalle, but not necessarily of lower qualit ; they may

I
,

spend relatively more on advertising than accredited chools_

4(correspondence schools excepted). 31 .

7

A General ACCounting Office study found "no signifi,:ant

difference in the drop-out rate for veterans enrolled in accredited

courses and...in non-accredited courses."32



Table 11

Is Accreditation a r:ood Indication of

An Institution'snualitv and Probity?

*Re

et
Answers of veterans
approving agency heads

C.T

lualitv of Probity' of

Pronrietary rroprietary
Colleges Schools Colleges Schools

Yes

No

Don't kriow or
no answer

Total

37

5

10

23

19

10

32

7

13

17

20

15

4

52 52. 52, 52

Source: Responses of the heads of veterans apnroving agencies in 50 states,
the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico to four nuestions in a survey
conducted Atirgust - November 1973: "In. your opinion, is regtpmmt7mtcredita-
tion a goodIndication of.the educational ouslity of a degree-granti4g
institution?- Is regional accreditation a good indication of the nrobitv 'T
the honesty and integrity -- of a deeree-erantine institution?" (One
"usually" entered as "yes" in response to both nuestions.)

The next two questions followed one about "non-degree-granting
postsecondary schools accredited by agencies recognized by the U. S.
Commissioner of Education (such as the Association of Indenendent Colleges
and Schools, the Cosmetology Accrediting Commission, the National Associa-.-
Lion of Trade and Technical Schools, and the National Home Study Council).
..." The questions were: "In your oninions is accreditation by these
agencies a good indication of the educational Quality of nostsecondary
schools ?" (one "fair" has been entered as "Yes" and one "not necessarily,"
as "no") and "Is accreditation by these agencies a good indication of
the probity -- the honesty and integrity -- of these schools?" (two
"fair" entered as "yes"; one "not necessarily" and one "uneven," as "no").

5
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A third study found that unaccredited schools enrolled.students

with less years of education and lower high-school grades. However,

they were somewhat better at job placement: more of their graduates

obtained "related jobs-... and evaluate school training and vIlacement

services fav'oriblv." The authors concluded. that "accreditation nro-

cedures ... do not insure anVerior ontmxt standards ... the limited

amount of data obtained orovides no basis for nublic nolicies.favoring

one type of school over another. H33

Many unaccredited schools are aimlly new schools, since a school

must operate for two -- a corresnondenca school, for five -- years

to qtialify. In view of their high birth rate and market resnon Jug-

ne24P, this restriction affects relatively more nroprietary sc is

than colleges. Nor have the agencies accrediting nronrietary schools.

.(
introduced a praccreditation

category comparable to those of the

Tegionals. Federal...statutes do not extend eligibility

to proprietary schooli with a "reasonable assurance" of accreditation,

h,,r nn]v to those which are fully accredited. The absence of nre-
,

accre tationthas raised the market value of accreditation, since

F

a new owner wanting to qualify immediately for insured loans has

had to buy an accredited school. The chairman of the educational

division-e a company which bought six schools since 1970 (and

examined 100 in the process) informed us that one basic require-

meat was that the school be

was set .not ooply to qualify

already accredited. The'requirelment
t.

Students for loans, but as a quality

assurance (which, however, many, of the ,94 other accredited

schools did not meet to the company's satisfaction).

When a rash of schools crop up quickly in a( given field,

a
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all can be unaccredited for a period. Thus, few of the hundreds

.of computer schools which sprang up some years ag6 were accred-

ited. In 1968, William Goddaid, executive disrector of NATTS,

estimated that there were 700 to 1,000 computer schools', of wizichf
29 were accredited by NATTS or ACM. Only one of the 101 Elec-

tronic Computer Programming Institutes was then accredited.

"...there are plenty of good schools that haven't been accredited,"

Goddard told a reporter. "...it's sort of unfair to use that

yardstick.
04

Some schools remain unaccredited tp maintain their program

flexibility: They are un6rtain, for example: if they will, want

to enlarge their business or trade courses. Expansion might -re-.

quire special approval frdi the awry or even dual. accreditation;

they prefer none; Others do not see what they would gain for
,

a the fee. State and city inspectors they cannot avoid; they do 4

1

not want another set. School wfth a good reputation and a'
t

t

steady clientele may feel no )( 'eed for accreditation., "...some

fine, established schools feel they don't need it."
35

Schools

k

with tIghly specialized offerings like'chicken-sexing or flower

arranging -or a "classy" field like art cm-high fashion may look

down their,noses at NATTS, the nearest there is to a miscellaneous

accrediting agency. One prominent school of dramasic arts re-
,

portedly1 withdrew from NATTS,learing Chat the association could

hurt its public image. Such schopls mighse feel differently

about an accrediting agency of their own. Some correspondence

courses have been ineligible for accreditation by the NESC

commission.
.4' .

.
.

,

commission. For example, courses in religion were formerly
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ineligible but are now accreditable; "exotic offerings"--not fur-

ther defined--remain ineligible.36

Some schools do not apply for accreditation (or, if

accredited, for government eligibility) because, to put it bluntly,

they vast to discriminate (they might say, "to be discriminating")

in admitting students. The owner of one accredited trade school,

we were told, relinquished accreditation because "be doesn't want

his hand held and he won't take veterans." There are "snob schools"

in all regions and the wealthier.are students' families, the less

interest they have in federal aid. Certain "white glove"secre-

tarial schools (accredited and unaccredited), one (informant

observed, have "commercialized the WASP ethic," turning out well-

groomed graduates for the executive secretary market.

-The.owner of 4 midwest welding school', saw o difference between the

quality of accredited and unaccredited schools, If a student quits, he

gets refund. "I don't want something for nothing." He has three teachers

/N for 2D students who come, some from great distances, by personal referrals.

There is a.steadKdenand for welders and he receives constant cans"

for his graduates, all of whom stet jobs. He does not advertise. His

school is unaccredited. and he is not interested in accreditation.,a

According to ones state official, many unaccredited schools are .

honest but small "Mom and Pon" schooll, with less "dynamic" leaderchin

than accredited schools. Accreditation, he believes, means that:i

school has the resources and sonhistication to conduct a self-study,

toTrepare eleven conies of the necessary materials, end to nay the

exnenses of a visiting team. In contrast. "Mr. and `ors. have

been in the school business- for 27 years. They don't have the resources
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(
get accredited, but we have no problems with them. They're

simple people.... What they would send to NATTS [as a self-study]

they [NATTS] would throw in the basket." (We are dubious about the

self-gtudies. Those we have seen, brief responses by the schdol

owner or manager to standard questions, with a few brochure::

appended,.contrast markedly with the substantial self-studies con-

-
ducted for the regionals.)

Defenders of accrediting agencies dispute such conten-

tions. They declare that unaccredited schools do not apply be-
.

cause they are afraid they may get turned down, being unable or

unwilling to meet accrediting standards. This is:Undeniably true

of many, as it is u deniably not true of a ll. Accrediting agencies
,

cannot (and do n'itt)-eon eln all unaccredited schoolswithout

turning their backs on thode they would like to recruit. The

a

agencies cannot (ond ao not) assert that all accredited schools

are faultless, without impeaching their efforts to maintain and

improve standards, which can lead (though perhaps too intro-

quently) to-their expulsion of some schools, at placing them on

probation.

s the Sha Standarcme Accredited Schools
t

The shaky quality and probity of numbers of accredited

schools are affirmed by much evidence. Some examples have been

related in the first chapter. "...even piivate vocational schools

of the greatest seeming respectability," states a good source we

may not identify more fully, "have usually been found, when iwres-

tigated by the Federal Trade Commission, to be engaged in serious

misconduct." Education department, veterans approving agency, and
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consumer protection staff in states like New York, Illinois, Texas,

and California have found that their principal problems arise at

accredited schools, if only because these are the largest and best

known. "...individuals familiar with the industry are in agree-
,

Ment that it is in the accredited segment%:.where the greatest

aggregate public harm is done; for while the individual abuses of

accredited sehbols may be less flagrant, the cumulative effect of

their offenses.is

ments and greater

worse because of their larger student enroll-

average longevity, made possible in good measure

by the 5ppearance of respectability and the government subsidies

they acquire precisely 11 reason of their, accreditation." After

an intensive study, of the deception and exploitation of students

by Texas proprietary schools, Mark Berry reached_the same conclusion:

It may be-contluded...from examining the ACBS schools in
Texas, that theacdredited schools not only do as duCh damage as
the unaccredited, *it also far more continuing damagk. The "fly-by-
night" operator IS limited in what he can achieVe Iscause he is

,seldom in business ;for an extended lieriod of time and receles no
indirect government subsidies. 'Strict licensing proceduret...wou4d
all butweliminate:this problem.... The problem of accredited. i

schools is more complex..... The student in the accredited school
may not receive the training for/which he paid, and he may not '

find employment,' but this does not resulrwin a public outcry....
Government agencies and the public at large have put a great deal
of faith in'accreditation as a form, but have shown little in-

7terest in investigating its subseance....3

An observer described sondttions at one school accredited by

NATTS as follows: The courses are too short to educate anvpne, the

student: faculty ratio is "enormous" the turnover of faculty is-high

and the' faculty are inadenuato -- "usually there ts-somethipp in their

S

oaqt which keeps them from getting a good job." The school maintains a

big sales camnaign to attract new students. "Attendance is hardly

kept -- the kids come and go when they choose. It couldn't be worse

if they were not accredited.!' The school does-have 'rood enuinment
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"because it leooks good." Similar horrendous accounts could he

provided of ether accredited schools: sometimes ruflY accredited,

sometimes on probation: but nrobationam status is not disclosed to

the public, nor does it affect a school's eligibility for federal nro-.

grams.

Renresentatives of rival accrediting agencies constantly impugn

each other's sch&lls, standards, and integrity. If one is looking for'

evidence of the poor quality of nroprietary schools ac edited b" the

Accrediting' Bureau of Medicai'laboratorli. Schools; one need onlv listen

to associates of some ipeucies accrediting in collaboration with the

AMA;and vice, versa. The comments are sookitter, the testimony given

to nublic bodies so adverse, the stories and statements given to the

press so denigrating, that, in aeleast one case, a for

malicious damage resulted. The suit ',,as settled by mutual stinulation

that the disagreement involved different standards of the rival

accrediting bodies: as indeed it did and does.

In recognizing an agency, of course, the Commissioner of

:Education is supposed to make-no judgment about its actual edOca-

tional standards, but only ;bout its adherence to certain opera-

tional criteria. Thus, recognition of one of two rival agencies

says nothing about the relative quality of their schools. The

commissioner has received applications from, two agencies accred-

iting schools of chiropractic and may some day recognize one.

Nor does recognition indicate that an accredited school is

better than

Rockefeller

a. mission and

an unaccredited one. For reasons of their own. the

,
.University is unaccredited by the Middle States Com-

the Julliard School, by the National Association of
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Schools of Music. But no one'would contend that, because they are

Imaccredited, they are of poor quality.

In the correspondence school field, QE has itself ex-

hibited a'markedly amliguous attitude to the distinctive merit of

accreditation; and the more one thinks about it, the more does this

ambiguousness appear to call into qUestion the' significance.of

. both the recognition arid the accreditation functions (at least in

this instance) as a public affirmation of education standards.

On the one hand,' correspondence courses have all the
4.

virtues of economy and accessibility to students of all ages. loca-

tions, and-conditionssoldiers and prisoners, the house -bound and

aged. They offer such great advantages that they have been espoused

by many leading educators--while others have heaped scorn upon

them and-they enjoy at best,a marginal status at most universities.

William Rainey Harper, first president.Of the UniVersity' of Chicago,

. did much tr enhance their acceptance. A magnetic lecturer, Harper.

was discontented with the size of his audience at'liaptist Seminary,

_Illinois. The correspondence courses he developed to overcome the

problem, he took with him, with much success, when he moved,

Successively,. to Chateuqua, Yale, and Chicago. Abraham Flexner

terted them "business, not education.... Now, correspondence courses

may have their uses;"and in a country' where postage is cheap and
Y I

superficiality rampant; they are likely tp sprig up; but that the'

-/
prestige of the University of Chicao should be usecl to bamboozle

. well-meaning but untrained persons With the notion that they can

,38thus receive a high school or a cs lege education is scandalous.'-

It is the questionable status!of cjorrespondence,education that has
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led the accrediting commission of the National Home Study Council:

to recruit as members some of the best known educators of any

'accrediting body, including former Commissioner of 'Education

Lawrence Derthick, Harvard education professor Herold C. Hunt, and

Alvin Eurich, chairman of the Acadtmy for Educational Development?'

OE steff are well aware of the high dropout rates of ,

accredited correspondence schools-117y were over St percent in

17 of twenty fields examined in one irvernment study, over 75 per-

39
cent in eleven fields, and over 90 percent in five. They are

aware of the malpractices of, many sch4ols and of the cease! and desist

orders which the Federal Trade Commission has issued against major

accredited schools. The Commissioner's recognition of NHSC has been

explicitly limited to non-degree courses-e-a restriction.which NHSC

was. inclined to appeal but (then accepted, at least or a whil.c.
40

The OE directory of Accredited Postsecondary Institutions and Pro-
.

Igrams (1971). contains therwarning that "In-the United"States no
4

reputable institution of higher education confers degrees solely on'
elm'

the basis of correspondence study." Why, if accredited corres-

pondence achoolS are so goodand HEW is trying, in so many ways, to

encourage more economical forms of education and to break the barri-
,

cede which residential requirements for academic credentials erect

against individual advancement, should such a warning be necessary?

One reason was noted by GrahasaTtene in his story When Greek Meets

Greek:, one cannot even be sure, in correspondence courses, just who

is completing the lessons and examinations,

After Jessica Mftford's devastating egposkof the accredited

fFamous Writers School, recT2ted in an appendix10E saw fit to

)

ow.
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include in the aforesaid directory a list of the unaccredited cor-

rospondonco ,!on.trtments of 111,,her edncatinal institutirens which vere

members of the National University Extension -Association: an act!on

which some mio,ht internret as an imnlie.tit rebuke to NI C. Auestioned

about this, an i'!E official said that "a decision was rade that it

- would' he anpropriate to in,Torm the lublic that. there is,another list

of correspondence schools as well as NHSC schools," NUEA is a.pro-

fessional organization with "apreed-unon standards and criteria":

but it is not an accrediting agency.
41

The directory stated that "Every member NITA institution
. 4

is accredited by the regional association in whose jurisdiction the

41
,ins titution is located." That entirely true statement may deceive.

the reader into thinking, what the regionals themselves explicitly

disclaim, that institutional accreditation vouches for the minimum

quality of any particular institutional program. OssimeMackenzie

states, "There is some question as to whether correspondence de-

partments recgiive the attention they deserve from [regional) visit-

43
ing teams...." That puts it mildly. There is some question if

correspondence departments receive any attention from visiting teams;

and if the attention given to any one of a hungred'university

programs and departments during a visit once every ten years can

. pflcsibly serve (or is intended to serve) to assess 9s

In an interview, an NHSC representative expressed the opinion

that university correspondence courses "would not, of average, be as

G

good in quality or format as our programs, because tiey aie second-class

citizens on their campus." The -latter point, at least, ..is incontestable.

The publicity given by OE to the NUEA list is an interesting reversion



to its earlier practice of publishing the lists of educational assq-

ciations. Now, as then, the practice indicates that accredited

institutions and.programs are not the only worthy institutions and

programs, and; ciantratiwAse that some accredited institutions and

!

programs may not be Worthy at all.

"Please do not irifer...that non accredited institutions

are ot need be ethically questionable and educationally unsind.

To t )ie contrary, there are many fine non-accredited institutions,".

the _United Business Schools Association stated ift a brief submittd

to the Federal Trade Commission.
44

We agree, as did the agencies

/ accrediting proprietary schools, which, in replying to our bUrvey,

stated that there were many reputable but unaccreOlted schools in

their fields.
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G. On tegional'Accreditation and institutional Probi4

Summary

In the last chapter, we concluded that regional accrediatiod
no longer served as a useful mark of institutional quality: In the
present chapter, evidence is. presented to suggest that, regrettably,
it is also not a reliable mark `of institutional prohity. ReCent cases
of fraud-by the officers of universities and colleges are recounted.
These may not reflect on an institution's integrity, but the pro-
fessionalization of athletics and misrepresentation and comer-

,
cialization in advertising and recruiting does. Such prappices are
manifest, and apparently_ becoming more common, at many regionally
accredited institutions.

a

Institutional accreditation is commonly thought to attest

above all to two things: the minimal- quality and probity of an

Institution. That widespread belief is not necessarily or fully

shared by the accrediting agencies. It Is unlikely that the agencies

agree fully to any precise statement of what accreditation attests,

and the more precise (i.e., objectively testable) the statement, the

less likely are they fully to agree. The official formulation, that

regional accreditation attests to an institution's effectiveness in

achieving its:objectives is, to put it charitably, vague; il)d the

objdctives themselves are not disclosed by the regionals. As nothing

but the judgMent of accreditation is disclosed, that judgment is

invulnerable and the public(must make of it what it can. .The pub-
:

.lic, we suggest,- takes "accreditation" to signify an institution's

good repute. .That means, good.bOth in its education and in its

word: its administrative honesty or integrity.

The idea that,instittitional-aecreditation iepreSonts a

fa
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p

reliabll minimallwark\,efiestitutional quality was examined in the
.\.

preceding chapter and fund wanting. In this chapter, we shall

present evidence casting d ubt on the idea that it affirms the inte-
,

grity of an institution.

It would be easy to p esent such evidence in he pio

prietary school field, so easy th t considering the s resultant

contribution to knowledge, we have ecided against it. journalists,

codgressmen, state and federal offici ls are fully ewer of the

shameful malpracticds by which many ace edited and unaccredited pro-

prietary schools have exploited students and taxpayers; they are

cited at a number of points (particularly in the chapters on the
, -

postseCondary universe and the insured student loan program). We

-hihre several fat files documenting.this exploitation by means of false

and misleading advertising, recruiting, and the nonpreparation of

unqualified students for nonexistent 'jobs. These practices citi,in

no way be condoned. They are a pernicious kind of -educational

counterfeiting, which the agencies accrediting proprietary schools

--as well as governmental agencies and, no doubt, the general stan-

dards of public morality--have failed to control.

We 4haOreport, instead, signs of fraud and malpractice at colleges

and universities, most of them regionally accredited. Abuses in college

recruiting have received growing attention; they could turn the academic

community into a mart where sheepskin is.'merchandized to sheep., -Millard

Roberts was its prophet.

Abuses in business and administrative:practices, including criminal

fraud, have been comparatively ignored. Isolated abuses must have always

been present but how many abuses must occur before they are no longer



isolated and represent, instead, a genuine malaise? How man must occur

before they call into question the value of regional accreditation as a

mark of an institution's probity?

Since charges of this kind should not be made idly or carelessly,

we shall present the evidence largely in the form of direct quotations from

the sources, mainly newspapers and educational journals.

Business Malpractice and Fraud

1
Among recent accounts of evident administrative malpractice at,

colleges and universities, including indictments or convictions for fraud,

were the following:

In December 1972, Federal City College "agreed to restore $461,000-

to the Agriculture Department land-grant account at the college, agreeing

that part of the money was charged to the account when FCC should have

footed the bill....a federal grand jury investigating whether there wm,

any fraud involved...is continuing...." Joseph C. Paige, the college's

dean of .edyeatinn, subsequently "pleaded guilty in U.S. District Court..,

P

to charges of conspiracy, fraud and passing a forged check in connection

with the handling of a $230,000 federal grant...." He was sentenced.to

seven years ,n prison. Federal City officials'have also acknowledged

using over $ 4,000 in HEW funds for improper grants and low-interest loans

to twenty student-inmates of Lorton reformatory. Some $500 in Justice

Department grant funds were also evidently used by four college employees

for an unauthorized trip t6 the VirginIslands.1 Federal City College has

been a recognized-candidhte, since' fully accredited by the Middle

States "Association.

a

Oft

. *1
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"The General Accounting Office has charged that the Washington

/Technical.Institute underspent on teaching staff by more than $500,000

and overspent $366,000 on administration and housekeeping in the year that

ended June 30, 1971, in violation of its own budget and c gressional

orders....GA0...also charged the...school with sloppy accounting and

bookkeeping practices and lack of controls over equipment and supplies,n2

"Public funds deposited illegally by D:C. Teachers College in

comiercial banks have been used improperly to qake interest-free loans to

faculty and staff members, the U.S. General Accounting Office has found.

(The GAO)...also found that the college has permitted its employees to

make purchases with college. checks in order to obtain discounts and illegal

tax advantages,

Both the WalhingtoniTechnical Institute and D.C. Teachers College

were accredited by Middle States.

Five University of Montana officials, including

dioige Mitchell and athletic director Harold Swarthout,

vice president*

were indicted in

1972 by the U.S. District Court in.Billings, charged with "having illegally

used federal allocations.to aid student athletes. The defendants

allegedly converted an estimated $200,000 of HEW student...aid fund for

use by the university's athletic department. According to the indictment,

the officials filled out work records and job description forms for

students who were not employed and fraudulently negotiated numerous checks

from aid funds made available to the university. "4 At the time, the

university was accredited by the, Northwest Association and some eleven

professional accrediting agen4es.

In July 1973,.Genel. Harrell, former vice president of eastern
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- New Mexico University, accredited by North Central, "was sentenced tai.

two concurrent two-to-ten year prison terms for embezzling some $133,000

in university funds between 1961 and 1972. "5

"Federal funds of $1.2 million have not been matched with

state and college funds at State Community College in East St.

Illinois, as required by law, accordJng to a [1972] U.S. audit. The

audit recommended that the college return $950,532 granted to:its work-

study program and $323,329 allocated for loans under the National

Defense Student Loan Program."
6

The college was a capClidate for

accreditation with the North Central Association.

President Charles G. Hurst, Jr. of Chicago's Malcolm X College

resigned in February 1973 in a heated controversy involving political

disagreements with Mayor Riechard Daley and "two,audits...critical*of the

college's finances." The extent of mismanagement was disputed. According

to an educational reporter, Hurst conceded "sloppiness on the part of

inexperienced clerks...theft (which he attributes to people planted in

Bey college positions to...discredit him)....and that it was extremely

diffiCult_to maintain financial control because of 'a rip-offientality.

in the community.'"! The college was accredited by North Central.

Donald Ackerman, former coordinator of research contrdcte at the

Stony Bruok campus of the State University of New York (accredited by

Middle States), was indicted, in May 1972, "on 59 charges of forgery and

'grand larceny in connection with thefts of research funds from the univer-

sity....District Attorney George J. Aspland...said that, in all,...

Ackerman, stole 'at least $40,000 that we know of,'....

"...One official in the District Attorney's office said that as

a result of the investigations, State University officials had revised)
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the entire bookkeeping method at the Stony Brook campus to eliminate any
en,

possibility that a similar bilking could occur ag4in."

"Officials close to\ir. Aspland added that the Ackerman cise was

only a small, patt of the problem at the university regarding'funds. 'rt"s

still a real mess aver there,' one official said."8

"A state audit...disallowed $255,832 in payments made by the City

University [of New York) from ^a special $2-million discreelonaty fund....

the audit also cited other payments that while allowed, might be-

considered-'contrary to the spirit and pqrpose.for which the fund was
0

established.' Among these were $572.40 paid to Dr. Robert E. Marshak,
e..

president of City Cllege, for a washer-Oyer for his Madison Avenut

apartment; $1,278 paid to carpet the apartmeneof Donald H. Riddle,

president of John Jay College; $1,975 for dues and initiation fees for

university officials at places like the Lotus Club..:and $8.15 paid in

overtime to a chauffeur for driving the daughter of former City. University

Chancellor Albert )413?wker....The audit said thilt only 14 per cent...of

the $2 million disbursements 'appear to be.for th'e benefit of the,students.'

The rest went primarily for programs and perquisites for faculty members
a

and administrators.... Dr. Seymour C. Hyman, deputy chancellor of the City

University, defended such expenses....Of the $255,832 disallowed in the
I

audit, the City-University has returned $53,357 to thb fkate."9 The City

University central office was not accredited--the central administrative

ft

office of a multi-campus system is not yet subject to accreditationr-but -

:City College and John Jay College were fully accredited by MiddleStates

as well as .the New York Regefitl.

'Associate Dean George M. Halpern of the New York -City Copunity

e College and Prof. James P. DeLuca, chairman of the school's graphic arts
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department, were accused b)t the New York City Board of Ethics...of a

`conflict of interest' in1operating a publishing company whose books were

required reading for all graphic- arts, students at the college.

"The company, No- Pareil Associates, Inc.,...has published seven

books, six of them written by Dean Halpern and Professor DeLuca. The

Board of Ethics sal.: all seven were

opinion, the board said 'we are of

of their :specific texts for courses

requiied reading....[In a-written

the view that the exclusive designationt

within their province is not objective

view the acti6ns...as self-dealing and in 'conflict with the proper

discharge of their official duties. ,10 Theyrollege.was accredited by

Middle States.-

Following several questionable arrangements in whiehifegionally

accredited institutions sold-the use of their name to for-profit companies,

the Federation of Regional Accrediting Commissions of Higher Educatiqn

issued a warning against such practices. Federation direCtor Robert

Kirkwood

...cited the case of a small, church-related college that had
signed an agreement with a chain of language schools under which
the college gave its students credit for courses they took at
the schools.

.
"The chain immediately began advertising in various sections

of the country that the language schools were accredited,"
Mr. Kirkwood related. -"Well, this was not, the case."

In another instance, he said, an accredited ,institution
in effect sold the use of its name to a profit-making group
of clinics in athletic coaching.

Mr. Kirwobd said he knew of only two or three other cases
like those two, but that the problem was potentially great
enough to prompt a policy statement....the federation pointed,
in particular to institutions "experiencing declining enroll-
ments and shrinking financial resources" as-rhc. ones 'whose
contractual arrangements very lvading to attempted exploitation
by profit-making organizations.11
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1

Federal and state audits 'have disclosed much financial mismanagemmt

.by accredited colleges and universities, particularly of student-aid funds.

ft ...Washington State Auditor Robert V. Graham criticized the

spending of a federal planning grant awarded to five community colleges in

Washington and one in California. The auditofound part of the $55,000

grant had been spent on unauthorized travel, land] on-entertainment expenses

at two conferences at which 'no-evident public purpose was served,'...."

Federal auditors "estimated that 71.per cent of...students [at

"- Merritt College, Oakland, California] receiving federal aid over the

last four years 'did not meet 9deral requireuients.'...Merritt's president,

Norvel L. Smith, has acknowledged that the college 'needs to strengthen

its procedures'....He disputed auditors.' claims *Kat the college should

repay the government more than $286,000 allegedly misspent...[but] offered

to tepay approximately $20,000....

"Auditors for the California State-University and Colleges system

have charged that SOnoma State College misspent nearly $100.000 in

srddent -aid funds. The auditors said that, of 64 student-aid files

examined, 'not a single form...itemized all elements of income and

expenses which are used to determine 'student financial need.'"

Many institutions--including Michigan State University, Mississippi

State University, the University of Nebraska, and Kansas State College at

Pittsburg- -have reportedly bolken government rules against continuing to

employ students who have earned their quota of federal work-study assistance

-

funds.12

All of the institutions named in the preceding three paragraphs

were regionally accIredited.
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the most aggressive and most successful college

investment funds have been caught in the middle of an. insurance scandal

involving the Equity Funding Corp.

"A Wall Street glamor stock..., Equity Funding has fallen from that

position amidst charges that it invented fictitious policy holders and then

sold the bogus policies to companies in the reinsurance business....the
I

qg company has been ordered by a court to file for bankruptcy, and the Securi-
Zo

ties and Exchange Commission has charged Equity with fraud.

"The colleges...have failed to rec'ave payment on $8-million worth

.

1

of Equity Funding stock that they sold just ,one day before trading in the

seandal-ridden insurance company was suspended by the New York Stock

Exchange. The colleges are among the defendants in a suit brought by the

buyer of that stock (Salomon Brothers], chargint, that the sale was made on

the basis of 'inside' information and hence was illegal and invalid.

"The defendants, including Princeton University and Amherst, Colby,

Pomona, Swarthmore, and Williams Colleges [all regionally accredited], are

all clients of John W. Bristol, a financial adviser specializing in non-

profit accounts, particularly colleges.
13

"Utah State University's potential losses from an allegedly illegal

investment program could total more than $2emillion, according to a special

report by the state auditor. The state attorney general's effice is con-

. siderine a lawsuit against Merrill Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & Smith, Inc.,

At,

Which prepared an investment portfolio for the university, alling_

university investment officer Donald A. Caron to purchase stocks on

margin. ;Sr. Catron was fired earlier this year, after it was determined

that he disobeyed orders and fa\lsified reports in order to purchase the

stocks."14



Athletics Scandals

Big-time football has been a traditional source of mischief and

chicanery which has brought repeated grief to those who would uphold the

higher values of hillhet education.

A 1929 report of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of

Teaching concluded that "The fouLball contest....is a highly organized

commercial enterprise. The athletes...are-commanded by professional

coaches....The great matches are .highly profitable enterprises....A

system of recruiting and subsidizing has grown up, under which boys are

offered pecuniary land other inducements to enter a-particular college.

The system is demoralizing and corrupt....to pay money to high school boys

...in order to enlIst their s :rvices for a college team... is immoral

to the last degree....
n1J

A cynical, or perhaps merely realistic, observer may note that

accrediting associations, being normal human insitutions conducted by

normal human beings, may be more successful at imposing their standards

on weak than on strong colleges. All accredited institutions may be

equal but, as ,George Orwell would say, some are more equal than others.

That, in any event, was the outcome of an effort by the North Central

.Association to control athletic abuses.

"The problem," the association's historian Louis Geiger writes, "was

simple enough and well understood: the undercover professionaliaation and'

overemphasis of competitive sports rationalized in pious rhetoric about

character building aile Americanism." A 1932 NCA conference proposed

standards for intercollegiate athletics, but not until 1941 were they

incorporated in its accrediting manual. Nonetheless, scandals continued,
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apparently unabated, and a special committee was appointed in 1951 to

investigate the problem. Its report, condemning "lax admission standards

for athletes, unscrupulous recruiting, and athletic' scholarships," led to

a new code adopted Unanimously by the association in 1952. The intention

was to deemphasize athletic:., as had been done at Chicago, Hopkins,

Harvard, and a number of other. institutions.

The National Collegiate Athletic Association promptly retaliated
by announcing that athletics was outside the jurisdiction of the
NCA or any other regional association....When two [major NCA.
universitiesl...were threatened with disaccreditation...fin) 1953-,

the opposition came to a head.... representatives of twenty-seven
institutions, nine of which had representatives on the Commission
on Colleges and Universities...met in Chicago and discussed the
situation with the Commission's executive secretary, Norman
Burns. They then approved and released to the press a state-
ment demanding that the NCA drop its prohibition of athletic
scholarships...

In the end the big institutions had their way....One more
committee...was appointed....The athletic policy it worked out
for the Association was the expected surrender....

Complaints from members of the North Central Commission on Secondary

Schools "who had had more than enough of university reCriliters badger-

ing their.athletes and working directly with coaches and local boosters

behind the backs of faculties and administrations," had been important

in getting the Commission on CollegeIto look into the problem: But,

Geiger concludes, "university administrators were not interested; their

failure to consider how their policies affected anyone but themselves

did little to improve the relationship between the two branches of

. education represented by the Association. .16

The fruits of that disinterest continue to ripen. A series of

articles in the fall 1973 Chronicle of Higher Education suggested that

college sports were yet again in an "unprecendented".ethicalcrisis:
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A miasma of scandal is engulfing intercollegiate
athletics....football coaches...fear that college sports
have been blighted by widespread professionalism and
malignant abuses in recruiting.

...widespread infractions of the rules against pro-
fessionalism have created an unprecedented economic and
ethical crisis....an upward cost spiral...finds survival
directly linked to winning--and...winning is possible
only by affronting the spirit and often the letter of the
rules of amateurism.... Autos, apartments, credit cards,
and sinecure campus jobs are common currency among ,re-
cruiters. So are under-the-table cash payments....

In some of the notorious "outlaw" schools, violations
of the rules of academic eligibility have become insti-
tutionalized. Doctored transcripts, altered grades,
exams taken by stand-ins are some of the routine abuses
that have been documented in the last year....Sdap courses
and complainant professors share with the brain coach the
dubious credit for maintaining the academic eligibility
of some singularly ungifted studentsthroughout their
playing years.',..Thevrole of the academic leadership
of suspect institutions is not a glorious one....17

a

The Universities of Oklahoma and Colorado have both been

disciplined by the football conference board for tampering with the

grades of athletes. Both were accredited by Middle States.

Abuses in Advertising and Recruiting

Fraud and financial mismanagement are regzettable. So is the

conversion of amateur athletics into a business to make a profit for

supposedly nonprofit institutions. It is particularly troublesome When

the'facade of-good form is breached in a scandal: money should not change

hands in public.

But accrediting agencies arenot churches or confessionals,

responsible for the morality of all administrators, professors, and

auxiliary staff. If the chief groundkeeper or the vice president for

research is caught with7his hand in the till, is the institution's

I'

I
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accreditation to be withdrawn? Considering national crime rates, no

college would long remain certain of its accreditation. Insofar as

crime is a national problem from whiqh_no.institution--commercial,

.

governmental, or educational--is immune, no one can beiteld_solely..

responsible--though alI7-surely, bear some responsibiliti-=Tor

maintaining the standards of public morality. Just what share should

be borne by accrediting agenties'is a subject of lively debate,

The offenses of individuals are one thing; an entrenched institu-

tional pattern or.offenses is another. If Accrediting agencies do little

to assess these, their work is futile and misleading insofar as vouching .

for institutional probity is concerned.

If the proprietor of a for-profit school is also its director,

the probity of the school: is necessarily identified with that of the Man.

To that exteThe agencies which accredit proprietary schools labor

under the painful necessity of similltaneously assessing the character. of

a.man and of his edkational and managerial standards. Agencies which

accredit nonprofit or public institutions are-spared that burden, since

authority is normally divided between the president and a board of private

trustees or a comparable state body, not to mention deans, faculty, alumni,

legislators, the office of the governor and his budget director, and so

forth-. Though judgment of the president's character may be critical to

the assessment of an institution's probity (as was evidently the case at

Parsons Colleg4), it can be muted. The existence of independent powers,

such as the board, enables the accrediting agency and the institution to

rectify personal abuses without endangering the 'reputation of the tnstim-

tionfas a whole. Public institutions and well.endowedgprivate institutions

may be inefficient and wasteful, but they can make good any fraud by
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their officers. That may be unfair to taxparrs and benefactors, but it

provides an assurance to students that their educational contracts will be

fulfilled which cannot be given by private schools that can go bankrupt.

Accordingly, individual malpractice has been less of an institutional

problem in higher educatioll&fhan in prop?ietary education, though it may

well become a significant problem in financially weak private colleges.

Institutional fraud.., malpractice, or deception is another matter.

One or !more are plainly involved when heavily-capitalized, money-making

programs are passed off as amateur sports. But sports, it may be said,

are an aberration, an eccentricity, or a sideshow like fraternities,

pot-smoking, political crusades, nuclear. research laboratories, and a

so
4

hundred other activities which, on a strict construction,.have no

rightful place on campus. All are adjuncts to education and an educa-

tional institution should be judged fundamentally by its core, not

peripheral, functions.

Unfortunately, many signs point to a deterioration in the

probity and quality of the core educational function at iany instit4-

tions. How serious the deterioration ha7been and h6ow many institu-

tions have been involved cal be detirmined only by a major inquiry.

But the signs are disturbing, because they...arise from market conditions

known to all, which Ore likely to persist for years: high costs,

income that has fallen belo.w expectations, and a consequent increase

in tompetition fiQr enrollments. That competition has taken two forms:

abuses in advertising, recruiting, and nonselective-admissions of a

kind which some have associated solely with proprietary schools; and a

watering of educational standards under the guise, or with the explicit

intent, of furthering such noble goals as Breaking the education

1

4 .
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"lockstep," promoting educational "innOvation," or offering educational

_seopportunitie to the poor, to housewives, working adults, professional

men, militaFy men, prisoners, and every other'conceivable variety of

potential student. "In Search. of Warm Bodies" was how one article

summarized the admissions scene "at many underendowed private-Ansti-

tutions"--bet they are not the only institutions on the scene."

...etdmissionk is Not Marketing!" ones speaker warned a recent

meeting of collegiate admissionk officers;

There are 'sales" Oriented seminars, conferences, tests,
questionnaires, training, and other head-hunting gimmicks
emerging in the admissions field....Students are being des-
cribed and treated by soma in the folloiying manner:

(1) What tire the costs for each inquiry, application,
effort, lead, deposit and enrolled student? What
is the conversion ratio?

(2) What are markets, yields, sales returns and quotas?
(3) Diprect mail lists are secured in devious and quest-

{enable ways d then sold and resold to many
institutio

....The competition for students will become more severe
in the next year and thosP yeaLz, following. Public colleges
will compete with private colleges: private colleges will
compete with one another; community colleges will make it
more difficult for all sectors; and...proprietary schools
will develop new incentives...leading to even greater
competition. 19

Proprietary school spokesmen are good sources of information

for abuses in advertising and recruiting by higher educational insti-

tutions, for they are keenly sensitive to the double standard of con-

doning at these institutions p:aiices, prohibited for their schools by

state law, Federal Trade Commission regulations, and accrediting agency

rules. The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education observes that many

state statutes impose upon proprietary schools standards of fiscal

responsibility and honesty in advertising and soliciting that "may well

H20be more stringent than anything required of colleges and universities.



Representatives of proprietary school agelicies have periodically brought
#

offensive ads to the attention of state and FTC officials. (They'seem

decidedly more diligent about this activity than representatives of the

regional associations who do not'presume to "police" their members.) They

have also sought to broaden the, statutory authority of the FTC to nonprofit

institutions, so that all educational competitors would operate under the

same guidelines for marketing and tuition refund policies.

In April 1974, James Norton, Chan011or of the Ohio Board of

Regents, sent to the presidents of all Ohio colleges a copy of the ad-.

vertising guidelines for educational institutions prepared by William
"Mk

Goddard, executive director of the National Association of'Ttade and :

Technical Schools, for the March 1974 Denver conference on consumer

protection in postsecondary education. Though the copy was for infot-
...

mation purposes only, the action conveyed at least a hint that some

stag might impose upon degree- granting institutions standards of

advertising and recruiting comparable to those which proprietaty.schools

are supposed to_observei

°
Proprietary sch of advertising may be considered offensive or

improper if it is placed in a "help wanted" section, appears to offer

jobs, claims to offer "free" placebeht service when the costs of the service.

are covered by tuition, suggests that all graduates may receive high

salaries or good. jobs exaggerates the demand for graduates or starting

salaries, claims to offer the "best" education at the "lowest" prices,

or makes other unsubstantiated or exaggerated claims. - The propriety of

advertisements, by public institytions which cross the line of providing

information to engage in acts e solicitation may also be questioned.

Following are examples of adveitisements by public and nonprofit institu-

,-
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tions of higher educativ. that have broken one or more of these rules:

A Janaury 3, 197.3 ad 'by Temple University in the Philadelphia

Inguirer:

$17,900 TO START
...For court reporting

Temple University offers a certification
program in the use of the stenotype
transcriber and.otherjskills, designed
td fit any educational background.
Graduates become certified court, medical
and conference reporters.

WO one dm.

A large ad in a Chicago paper, December 1972 or early

January 1973, placed by Northwestern University Evening Divisions:

The nation for our Evening Divisons is a modeit
$33 per semester hour. The lowest of all the private
schools in the Chicago area....

WE DON'T JUST TEACH YOU, WE PLACE YOU

We have a free job placement office for our Evening
Divisions students. And yoi donrt have to be graduating
tO'hse it--just take one coirse..

poe7

An ad in the Washington Post, August 28, 1473(p. A 9) by the

George Washington University School Ff Engineering and Applied Science

("Accredited Curricula") in discreet type, featured a smiling young man

in mpstache, pshirtsleaves, and, tie beside some equipment:

More than 30 commercial, industrial, and governmental organ-
izations across the country have offered jobs to Gregory E.

ti
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Federline, who recently received his Bachelor of Science
Degree in Electrical Engineering from th'e School of Engineer-
ing andAPplied Science..

. Sensibly sized classes . Outstanding faculty . Excellent
advisor system . After graduation employment opportunities .

Earn and Learn Cooperative Education Programs availablie 4 - .1.Earn
up, to $11,000 as a student . Financial assistance available.

An ad by the Albuquerque Technical-Vocational Institute in the

Albuquerque Journal, October 22, 1972 (p. G -7):

APPLY NOW
FOR YOUR CHOICE of tuition-
free programs. Classes
begin January 3, 1973.
Choose from programs in....

p.

.
An ad ,evidently placed in a Melbourne, Florida; magazine in late

1972 (no more exact identification is at hand) inviting respondents to

call or write the Director of Admissions, School of Aeronautics, Florida

Institute of Technology, P.O. Drawer 1839, Melbournd:

A COLLEGE DEGREE IN ONE YEAR?

YES! possibly less time if you have other.
equivalent aviation6training:--The School

grant up Lc; 44 credit, hours for
prious High'. training....

Approvedby, the FAA--VA--State of Florida
Approved fbr Veteran's Training

Be in the competition for pilot employment
with a recognized college degree. We will
analgze your past credits, protect your
graduation date....

Florida Institute of Technology is fully
accredited by the Southern Association of
Colleges and Schools.

A full page ad, in black and red, in the Chicago Sun-Times,

Dec. 5, 19/2 (Section two, p. 11), by Kennedy-King College:
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ENROLL IN A 'NOW' ORIENTED COLLEGE
Your future may depend on it

j
JOIN US Intercollegiate Sports Football, Baseball Basketball

Swimming (Olympic size pool)

Courses in both Liberal Arts 6 Scbences...and Applied 'Sciences

* ...Child Develbpment...Air-Conditioning..:Nurstng...Strong
Academic, Programs Music English...TUITION FREE!

AD

An advertisement fof the summer session of the University of

California, Berkeley, appearing in College newspapers, "features a/

curvaceous coed in a bikini who beekOned to prospective students:

'Enjoy suMmer this school.'"

McPherson College, Kaiigas has loudly advertised:4:.

50% FRiSHMAN r
TOTTION i r ...,

SCHOLARSHIP*

Qualifications .

Reside in a county irk Kansas, Iowi, Nebraska,
Missourit'or ColorSdo, fromwhich there are
presently no students enrolled,at McPherson
College -- or

Reside in a state from whidh there are presently
no students enrolled at McPherson College -- and

Meet all standard entrance qualificatic...

for McPherson College

*Limit of five scholarships
per eligible areas.

For liSt'of.eligible
areas fill out card
and mail today!



Deception has extended to the public sel-vice advertisements, many of

which iatedil that "Tuition covers only:bne-third-ot the cos-of attending

college; the rest must come from you. Give to the college 0 ' your choice."

As a member of Douglas Trout Associates has noted, room and board charges

cha ;acteristically yield aniither third of the income of private colleges,

,
"so that most schools need to rely on only ofte-third of income lOming from

gifts, grants, and endowment income,. Thus... the rest must come froM

...clearly overstates the dependence of private colleges on annum gift

The sooner the private colkeges get the story an begin
income.

to tell

#

ii.straight.the better their credibility will be."21
# I

Some thirty years ago, iliArY'Oiletinse, then president Of Brooklyn

College said...that if the Federal Trade Commission ever §tarted prosecuting
.

colleges for false and misleading advertising, there'd be more college

than corporation presidents under cease and desist orders."22 "If the

Federal Trade CommisUion applied the truth -in- labeling law to higher

education, many institutions would be culpable," Thomas E. Corts writes

more 46centl. He notes that recruitment material. commonly mentions

such features of a college as its attractive location, the college's

concern for the student as "a person, not a number," social life and

sports, student-teacher ratio, and the number of volumes in the

library. "The parallel with breakfast cereals, which touted their

vitamin fortifications while not whispering their true nutritional

worth, is striking.
23

Some kinds of information commonly not provided in promo-

I.

tional material and catalogs are:

-- any repriTands, prObotion, or censure received from accred-
,,

sting agencies, the American Association of University Professors,
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or state and federal agencies;li

- - noteworthy evidence of the non istinction offaculty.nr

students;

- - accurate information on current courses and the faculty who

will teach them;

-- notable gaps and deficiencies in library holdings and other

facilities;

-- impending changes in plant, budgets, curricula, staffing, or

academic policies which are likely to affect students;

-- student appraisals of the cafeteria food;

-- clear and comprehensive information on all charges, including

books, laboratory and student activity fees;

-- information on tuition refund policy for students who drop out

or are dropped;

- - the proportion of applicants accepted and the proportion of

students who graduate;

-- likely future increases,in tuition;

-- the type of employment, and unemployment rates, of recent

graduates, and the likely job market in different fields.

Private colleges hard-pressed for students have increased their

promotional and advertisiugbudgets and adopted aggressive techniques

and enticements, many modelled on those of proprietary schools and con er-

dial marketing. "...everyone closes their eyes to the recruiting activities

...of regionally accredited private nonprofit colleges." observed

Richard Fulton, counsel of the Association of Colleges and Business

Schools, a brief submitted to the Federal Trade Commission:
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These are schools who contract annually .for room, board and

400 tuition in amounts of up to $3,800 ald with no refunds or very

small refunds.

Personal confrontation with students and parents in a highly\

structured situation is used by roving bands of admissions
representatives for these regionally accredited nonprofit schools.

In groups of 8-12 they appear in a city.

They rent hotel. parlors. .Booths are set up in the ballroom.

Guidance counselors are entertained in the morning. Students

and parents come in from 3 p.m. to 8 p.m. This is affirmative

selling. It is not a, mere offer of "availability .1'24

Clifford Youse, director of continuing education at Bentley

College, Massachusetts, urges his colleagues in the field to "shift

our thinking to, the' way commercial business thinks":

...think of the student as a customer and how that customer
would like to be treated....At that registration desk, it is
possible to make every registering student a salesman for your
course, programs and institution....Every time a student walks

out, it's not just a student walking out, it's a hundred or
so dollars in tuition income plus: the cost of recruiting him....

What
salesmen?
courses?

about your faculty?'.41re you utilizing them as
Are they trying to promote and sell their own

If not, why not?....

Another method of encouraging registration is to tentatively
register a prospective student should he be undecided....A
method of handling this kind of situation is to say, "....Why

don't I tentatively registar you on the telephone to save a place
for you in the class...." Now as soon as you get the tentative
registration from him, send him a bill....Z5

Methods employed by colleges or."field representatives" and

consultants retained by them/to enroll students have included:

Payment by Centtal Wesleyan College, South Carolina, of $50 to a

. student for each new student he obtains.

Payment by Marist College, Poughkeepsie, N.Y., of $500, an expense

account, the use of a car, and six units of credit to six upper clansmen

each of whom spends eight weeks on the road in recruiting activities, as
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part of a regular course listed in the college catalog. 26

The distribution of a hundred $100, two $1,000 and one $4,000

scholarships to Northern Kentucky State College by helium balloons

released in downtown Cincinnati. 27

The offer, by Christian University, Florida, of free tuition

to anyone who provides two additional tuition-paying student's.

"Adelphi University [N.Y.] has engaged a computer that mails

letters to every student who has contacted them but has not sent

in the application."

"Several college presidents even phone all likely freshman

candidates."

"Boston University plans to mail copies. of its bulletin, for the

summer term to over 300,000 students in its metropolitan area and in
I.

high-income communities elsewhere....Manhattan-College spent many thousands

of dollars on a four-page color supplement in the Sunday New York Times,

and advertising departments at local and national publications report huge

increases in the amount of space and dollars involved in marketing institu-

tions of higher education."

The head of one consulting firm told a group of admissions officers

that "some colleges have empowered...admissions staff to 'make 'field

judgments' to accept applicants...(and] even to grant up to $1,500 of

financial aid on the spot with no further investigation....Remember, a

mistake in producing too many prospective students can be quickly adjusted.

A mistake in producing too few can be fatal."

"Don Ellis Associates of Boston will work for a retainer of $5,000

per year...which covers the first ten students wnrolled. For each student

over ten. Ellis hills the college $100. A similar admissions recruiter,



representing the member colleges of the Great Lakes College Association,

has been in Manhattan for the past eight years."

The private College Admissions Center, Washington, D.C., will visit

area high-schools for college clients-for.$15 per visit. "American

Educational Dimensions,°Inc. of Ctilifornia recruits foreign student; for

American colleges at a commission of 25 percent of, total tuition."28

"I know of one institution,".a college president states, ."with

thirteen recruiters in the field, which hasn't turned down a student in

years and whose only reason for existence is to maintain the jobs of

faculty and administrators. We're going to have far more of this in, the

attire higher education sector."
29

The authors of an article quoted extensively above, concldft their

discussion of dubious and desperate recruiting practices with two questions:

"...the question)of institutional morality looms ever larger: to what

en ought one to go to stave off starvation by adapting many of Madison.

Avenue's tricks of the trade? And...have 'selectivity' and 'admissions

processes' become just empty mystiques in American higher education? "3°

The fact that such questions arise-suggests that regional accreditation

affords feeble assurance of an institution's probity. Of the nineteen

institutions named in this section on abuses in recruiting and adver-

tiSing, sixteen were regionally accredited; one (Central Wesleyan

College, ,South Carolina) was a candidate for accreditation; and two

(Albuquerque Technical-Vocational Institute, New Mexico; and Christian

College, Florida) held no accredited status.

In the midst of the St. John's crisis, in which the meaning of

regional accreditation was tested, FRACHE adopted a""Policy Statement

on institutional Integrity":



By ak-idemir tradition and by philosophical principle an
institution of higher learning committed to the pursuit of
troth .and to its communication to others.

To carry out this essential commitment calls for institutional
integrity in the way a college or university manages its affairs--
specifies its goals, selects and retains its faculty, admits . .

students, establb:hes curricula, detemines programs of research, ),..
.e.

fixes its fields of service.... it`;:

.f..1.:.i.

.FT
A college or university is an institution of higher

.learning. ,Those within it have as a first concern evidence
and truth....31

c...

The statement was concerned mainly with the protection of intellectual

freedom, though the second paragraph alluded to a broader range of

issues "...a first concern" of academic institutions, it said, is
oo,

"truth." Today, however, as in the 1930s, another concern may precede

that: survival. Macheath puts it more succinctly, in Die Drei-

groschenoper, than FRACHE or the Chrnegie Commission: Erst kommt das

Fressen, dann kommt die Moral. Professors, too, must eat, pay mort-

gages, and clothe their families. It is this pressing economic

necessity, not any special venality of college administrators and adthis-

sions officers, that has fueled recruiting abuses; and since the new

depression of higher education is unlikely to lift for a good many

years, the abuses are likely to remain with us.
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Discussion

This chapter has evoked criticism from a number of readers

on the grounds that the sources are "journalistic" nnd that it is

unfair to hold institutions responsible for the offenses of individuals.

The criticism of "journalistic" sources, accompanied by no

ch,lrge against their accuracy, merits little attention. It is a

feeble conception oftscholarship to regard the-words recorded by a

Ph.D. in an interview or questionnaire as more reliable or valid than

those recorded by a scholar without a Ph.D., a lawyer, or merely a

literate citizen or journalist. They may or may not be more syste-

matic or rLnresentative. But the episodes recounted in this chaptee,

though they could be multiplied ,
32 are not presented as represen-

tative of any particular population of institutions. They are pre-

sented as noteworthy and troublesome in their own right, and as

evidence of t9>inadequacy of regional accreditation to forestall

such events. Admittedly, we have undertaken no comprehensive or

systematdc study of the extent of misrepresentation and malpractice

.' by the officersvnd staff of accredited colleges (or pi-oprietary

schools). There is enough manifest, repeated and consistent evidence

'of, and enough economic reasons for, the deterioration of educational

standards at many colleges and universities to make such a study

highly desirable, as well as highly difficult and contentious. The

absence C. bne kind of evidence does not make the presence of another

kind insignificant, thOugh the precise signIficance(of the evidence

presented here certainly deserves further careful consideration--not

dismissal.

The argument that an institution should not be held respon-



sible for the actions of an individual has been discussled in the

text. It cannot apply !c, p,.,,brietary schools whost. proprietor is

the institution. rite digree to which it may apply to larger Insti-

tUt.ionS depends upon the nature of the action and the'institution.

If an officer absconds with a bank's funds, does that reflect' on the

bank's Integrity': Not. necessarily, but it certainly calls for, and

normally receives, a tact investigation. If only individuals,

not institutions, can he held morally responsible for their conduct,

what the meaning of inl,titutional probity and to what extent. can

accreditation vouch for it At what point does the conduct of an

individual become instituLionalized? Not, presumably, so long as it

is confined to actions which are not known or condoned by other

responsible members sit the institution. On this test, individual

cases of fraud or embezzling need not impugn an institution's pro-
,

lefty but cases in which sports are prnfessionalized and education is

merchandized and. misrepresented do, for they involve public conduct

sanctioned or condoned by responsible administrators and staff. At

the very least, they raise serious andjlegitimate questions about. the

integrity of many public and nonprofit institutions and about the

adquacy of regional accreditation to vouch for their integrity.

/
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H. The Approval System for Veterans

Summary

The state system of approving courses (not schools or
institutions) for veterans educational benefits contrasts strikingly
with the OE system of relying largely on/private accrediting agencies
ió determine-the eligibility_.. of schools -'and institutions (not
courses or programs) for insured student loans. State agency staff.
may, if they wish separately approve courses at regionally accred-'
ited institutions, but, in fact, do So only for non-credit voca-
tional courses. Their energies are concentrated on courses at
vocational, and especially proftletary schoo14, which are inspected
twice-a year and subjected to astonishingly detailed regulations
and reporting requirements. Insofar as schoolboy-tyq attendance
'records are honestly maintained and a pro-rata policy at unaccred-
ited schools assures a fair tuition refund for dropouts, the system
must protect the government and veteran dollar from wandering too
far from the purposes for which it was. appropriated. It does not
ensure that the veteran receives a "quality" 'education; but, then,
many approving agency staff state,, and we agree, neither does re-
liance.on institutional accreditation.

Relations between approving agency staff'in many states
and. the agencies accrediting proprietary schools (and, to some extent,
OF staff) have been strained, leading each side to insightful and
inciteful of the other. The approvinfOlystem cost about
$15 million a ar.- Critics say it is not worth it, and that .

accrediting agencils and AIES staff togethei costs much less.. But
a faifbalance would have to charge against the accrediting system
costs that are burnt by students and the government for-instruction
that is never received, and indirect costs borne by all citizens
for the maintenance of standlirds that serve the interests of edu-
cators and the professions.

AP
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Because of the Tong-standing tradition against federal

control of education,

(Public Law 346,'7Sth

the Congress entrusted the

Congress, June 22, 1944)to the

Bill of Rights

Veterans Ad-

ministration but left educational approvhls to state approving

7
?agencies designated by each governor. The resultanttsystem relies

heavil), on accreditation but can also be independent of it and evenz

competitire. I N
During the first decade, some

veterans, used their benefits for higher

2.2 million World War II

education and another 3.5

million, for study at schools below the college level. This response

e

exceeded all expectations (Table 1).

The original program got off to a fast start. By

October 30, 1949, veterans wete enrolled in half of the 40,797

approved schools, of which 31,843 were public or nonprofit and 8,954,

for-profit.
1

From 1947 to 1949, more than 12,000 schools were added

to, and about 5,200 removed from, the approved list. The\V.A. Admin-

istrator noted the uneven quality of the state approving agencies,

00

as has Boyd Finch, a past president of The National Association of

State Approving Agencies (NASAA):

The state quarreled with the Veterans' Administiation
and the VA quarreled with the state, and the veterans

quarreled with both. . . The printing presses ran
day and night grinding out VA Regulations. Sombeh
red tape was involved in deciphering VA ReOlations
and Instructions that production was almoststymied

-some state Approval Agencies in reckless aban-

donment, were approving every facility,thathda a,

roof over it. . . . No pupches should be spared on ..

either side. . . . It'was'plietty Imelly for awhile

. . . something had to be done.-

+1



T
h

T
r
a
i
n
e
e
s
,
 
L
e
v
e
l
,

a
n
d
 
C
o
s
t

T
a
b
l
e
 
1

T
h
r
e
e
 
C
.
I
.
 
B
i
l
l
s
:

N
u
m
b
e
r
 
T
r
a
i
n
e
d
,
 
E
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
L
e
v
e
l
,
 
a
n
d

C
o
s
t
'

C
o
n
f
l
i
c
t

W
o
r
l
d

P
o
s
t
-
 
K
o
r
e
a
n
-

4%
.

W
a
r
 
1
1

'
K
o
r
e
a
n

C
u
T
r
i
m
)
a
-

V
i
e
t
n
a
m

t
i
v
e

V
e
t
e
r
a
n
s

?
°
.

S
e
r
v
i
c
e
m
e
n

T
o
t
a
l
 
t
r
a
i
n
e
e
s
,
.

7
,
8
0
0

C
o
l
l
e
g
e

2
,
2
3
0

B
e
i
o
w
c
o
l
l
e
g
e

3
,
4
8
0

0
1
-
t
h
e
-
j
o
b

1
,
4
0
0

O
n
-
t
h
e
-
f
a
r
m

.
6
9
0

T
o
t
a
l
 
t
r
a
i
n
e
e
s

1
0
0

C
o
l
l
e
g
e
'

2
9

B
e
l
o
w
 
c
o
l
l
e
g
e

0
 
4
5

O
n
-
t
h
e
-
j
o
b

\
1
8

O
n
-
f
h
e
-
f
a
r
m

9

rn

T
o
t
a
l
 
g
o
s
t

N
u
m
b
e
r
,
 
t
r
a
i
n
e
d
 
(
t
h
o
u
s
a
n
d
s
)

'
.
2
3
9
1

.
3
 
6
4
8

2
,
4
1
7

'

1
,
2
1
3

1
,
9
1
0

1
,
3
8
7

6
6

8
6
0

1
,
4
3
7

,
.
.
7
8
3

2
3
4

2
2
3

2
9
0

2
4
2

.

9
5

.
1
1

5
W

I*

1
0
0

5
1

3
6 9 4

P
e
r
c
e
n
t

IP
*

10
0

.
,
1
0
0

5
2

'

5
7

3
9 8

'

10
-,

i
*

1
0
0
2
2 7
8 1.

0

$
1
4
.
5

B
i
l
l
i
o
n
 
d
o
l
l
a
r
s

$
4
.
5
,

$
6
.
4

a
T
h
r
o
u
g
h
 
N
o
v
e
m
b
e
r
 
1
9
7
2
.

O
N

,

*
L
e
s
s
 
t
h
a
n
 
.
5
 
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
.

S
o
u
r
c
e
:

I
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 
B
u
l
l
e
t
i
n
,
 
V
e
t
e
r
a
n
s
 
A
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n
,

N
o
v
e
m
b
e
r
 
1
9
7
2
,
 
p
.
 
3
9
.



4

4

- 34t

At .its first annual conference in Soptember 1949, NASAA resolyed that

state approving,avnaas must improve the quality of their iervicq, promote

national uniformity of standards, "develofe enough courage'to enforce cow

pliance," and protest. any infringement of their responsibilities. The

conference opposed two bills then pending to authorize the V.A. to establish

standards fit:- private vocational schools and to require states to hOld

pliblic hearings on problems and complaints arising during school approvals.

In a February 1950 message to gress, President Truman stated that,
I -

"In a good many instances veterans lave been trained for'oCcupations for

which they are not suited or for Occupations ,in which.they will be unable
r)

to find jobs." An appended ;i-epott noted, "there is evidfnce of enough

poor quality [vocational] training to warrant serious copcern...;chools

apprpved in some States would be considered completely unsatisfactory in

others. s/I Executive and Congressional investigations disclosed great

shortcomings and fraud, including dancing lessons, allegedly, to train

professional dancing instructors, and flying lessons, allegedly to train

pilots or flight instructors, nearly all offered, by proprietary schools.
4

Such abuses led to modifications in successive laws benefiting mainly

veterans of the Korean and Vietnam conflicts. Improvements were achieved,

but problems persist, 'though the incidence of specific malpractices may

have altered. Disguised avocational courses, the falsification of

attendance. and overcharging have apparently been reduced but false and

misleading advertising persists.

A General Atcounting Offip study of the handling of World War II

veterans by collugos and universities found that "some institutions

increased their charges more than operational casts warranted.",, In

addition, the study. found that nonresident tuition rates were raised
I
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0

"in excess of f.lir and'reawhable charges," that .nonresident charges Were

-levied on residen: Vetereins "who, b' reason of State law, wore entitled tir

education, tuition fre:,,, at' State Colleges;" and that the salaries of

teachers "pafd from Federal funds were included in the costs upon which

charges were 144ed."5 A h'use Select Committee praised

the veterans program at the college, level as having "enjoyed more

harmony and success" and given '.better training... far less money thanf..

any other phase of..the:.:program." Nonetheless, it noted: "in slime

extension and night schools the quality of training has -heen questionable;
i

and persons have been enrolled who probably were not qualified to pursue

college-level courses. In. some colleges extension courses and night

courses have taken on a promotional aspect. Many...border on avocational

courses..."

Federal Funds for Veterans

In 1973 the Veteradministration spent more than $ billion fot
r

the education of about 2 million beneficiaries.

The first G.I. Bill tended to encourage attendance at high tuition

schools becifuse the veteran's allowance for living expenses was separated.

from that for tuition, books, and equipment (which was limited to"$5.°Or

4

per ear). This arrangement led to overcharges and high mandatory purchases

of books in captive bookstores; students sold or pawned excess equipment.

-Under the Korean G.I. Bill, veterans: received a larger allowance but

had to pay for their tuition and books. In the course of time--and

inflation'- -this led to reduced enrollment at private colleges. By

April 1973, 81 percent of all veteran beneficiaries at higher educa-

A
clonal institutions were enrolled in public institutions (Table 2j.

a.

4
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Table 2

Type of Institution. April 19,7

(thousands!

of schook_:
Private

Pi.rcent

public
in

Type of School
Number of students

Total Public

Total 1,401 776 624 51)

College level 864 702 162

College and university 472 335 43- 71

Senior college 68 338 20 94
Teachers college 27 /1'.. * 99

Hospital 7 2 5 29

Below college level 427 63 364 15

Vocational and trade 309 46 263 15

Technical 61 2 60 3

Business 41 ',* 41 a

Secondary and elementary 16 16 * 98

On-the-job training 110 11 9M

* Under 500 (255 in private teachers colleges, 33 in public business
schools, 381 in private secondary and elementary schools.

a less than 0.5 percent.

Source: Information.Bulletin, Veterans Admirtistrx;ien, A; ril 1973,
corrected as of July 26, 1973, and unpublished V.A. data. Detail

may not add to total, due to rounding.
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The $2.2 billion estimated 1973 cost of thUs, program for 1Q20/00°

beneficiaries (or some $1,1.46 per.tt4inve)was probably then the

single largest federal expenditure in education. Some 1,103.000

beneficiaries attended college-level and 650,000, below-college-lvvel

institutions; 167,UM were on-the-job trainees. Similar da:a for

1972 are given in Table 3.

Because the V.A. delegates so many decisions about eduea-

tional quality to the states, it knows surprisingly little abegt

veterans' educational objectives, accomplishments, and costs.

Levitan and Zickler note that little information is available about

admihistrative costs or program effectiveness. "Follow -tap of

trainees is nonexistent. The V.A. apparently considers its mandate

completed once the veteran exhausts eligibility or leaves the pro-

gram for any other reason."
7

The law bars recreational or .v:ocational courw,, oL

prietary schools but not similar courses otfered for credit by

colleges. It does not otherwise prescribe the educational or voLd-

tional objectives veterans may elect. The goal of Ow elongres,,

to provide educational opportunities for thoe

interrupted by active duty. The V.A. seek!-; oul); to prevent trAg11,

to assure minimal standards, and to encourage tht veccran t make

reasonable.progress toward his goal. After a poor start. A9. in;?rovf",;

significantly.

The V.A. does not publish or maintil: a 1,tionai itt. of

approved schools, but earl provide a monthly 1,1 tht,

enrolling veterans. The November 1972 ittklatird 11,i14t4 tl

and foreign schools enrolling 1.2 million veterare
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Table 3

.

outlays for Veterans' Education. 1912

Type of School
Number of
students

(thousands)

Outlays
.

Per

studont
Total

(millions)

Total 1,864 $ 972 -$1,81:!

College level 1,065 .$1,233 $1.013
Undergraduate 895 1,258 1,125

(Junior college) ...(390) (1,169) (456)

Graduate 170 1,101 188

Below college level 800' $ 625 $ 500
Trade or technical 546 558 IDS

-(Correspondence) (282) (396) (112)

On-the-job training 162 734. Ilq

Flight training 43 1,029 44

High school '40 420
_

17

Cooperative farm 9 1,748 16

Source: Management and Budget Service, Veterans Administration,
October 1972, as reported in Sar Levitan and Joyce Zickler,
Swords Into Plowshares, Olympus Publishing Co., Salt Lake City,
1973, p. 57 'Detail may not add to total, due to rounding.
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The :,Ttat, AppT,Aviny,

171e rot ice ":;;,r:tved tht V.A." which is discouraged in

man7 :=tate, . in v; terans that they may uge

their benefits to takv partic!..tlar co.ar,:cs at that :ichool. Pro-
.

spective stuJents may t!:!nk f nat. the .,,chool has been approved by the

veterans Administr:ttion. rhat not strictly true, since,

except to'r forvign scheol,, ap2roval ,.onterred by an authorized

st,ite a4'encv and is .-or:7"1!(-J to .1c:,ignatd courses; it does not

repre:;ent endorsment of the entire schools.,

Pl Veterans Ad:-.ini-,tration has divided the educati ?nal

world into two segments; 1. insttuuions offhigher learning (IHI.),

or degree-granting universities, colleges, and junior colleges; and

2. institutions below college level (HU), or non-degree-granting,

postsecondary schools (public, nonprofit, and for - profit) as well as

Secondary and elementary schools, which a few beneficiaries attend.

The V.A. reimburses the state agencies for their approval

work by a contract with a formula that has allowed one annual visit

to each degree-granting institut.ioii and aniaverage of 2.5 visits-to

other schools. Thus e allocation of time and travel funds implies

that institutions of higher education are more trustworthy than

other schools, many of which are profit-seeking.

Under V.A. regulations, state approving agencies may, but

need not, treataccredited schools more leniently than unaccredited

schools. Thus, O. a school is treated as accredited under Section

1777) of the U.S. CoJe, its tuition refund policy is accepted, where-

41:4.-it it i trk:ated a, wiacctedited, under Section 17,76, it must

OVV 1.9! !iectiou 3775 state's that an approving



agency may approve an institution's courses if they "have been

accredited and approved" by an accrediting agency .recognized by the

Commissioner of Education or "ari= ac,.epted by the State department

of education for, credit for a teacher's certificate or a teacher's

degree."

Approval ender Section 1776 is more complex and time consuming t n

under Section 1775. It requires an ievesefgation which finds, that "the

institution and iy,6.,_n-efriSCcredited courses" havte met the following thirteen

criteria epeeified in the law Ind (No. 14) any additional criteria imposed

by the state approving ag#;ucv:

(1) The courses, curriculum, and instruction are consistent in

quality, content, and length Witt: similar courses in public schools

and other private schools in the State, with recognized accepted .'

standards.
(2) There is in the institution adequate space, equipment,

instructional material, and instructor personnel to provide

training of good quality.
.(3) Educational and-i!4erl:?nce qualifications of directors,

'administrators.and instructors are adequate. . .

0 (4) The institution maintains a written record of the previous

education and training of the eligibly person and clearly indicates

that. appropriate credit has been given by the institution for

previous education and training, width the training period shortened

proportionately and the eligible person and the.Administrfai so

notified.
(5) A copy of the course outIide, schedule- of .tuition, fees,

and other charges, regulations pertaining to absence, grading

policy, and rules of operation and conduct will be furnished the

eligible person upon enrollment.
(6) Upon completion of training; the eligible person is given

'a certificate by the institution indicating the apprbved course and

indicating that training was satisfactdrily completed.

.(7) Adequate records as prescribed by the State approving agency

are kept to show attendance and progress or grades, and satisfactory

standards relating to attendance, progress, end conduct are enforced.

(8) The institution complies with all loCall city, county,
municipal, State, and Federal regulations', such as fie codes,
building and sanitation codes.. The State approving agency may
require such evidence of compliance as is deemed necessary.

(9) The institution is financially _sound and capable oflul-

filling its commitments for training.
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(10) The institution does not utilize advertising of any type

which is erroneous or mis3eadiug, either by actual statement,

omission, or Intimation. The institution shall not be deemed to have

met this requirement until the State approving agency (A) has

ascertained from the Federal Trade Commission whether the Commission

has issued an order to the institution to cease and desist from any

act or practice, and (B) has, if such an order has been issued,

given due weight to that fact.

(11) The institution does not exceed its enrollment limitations

as established by the State approving agency.

(12) The institution's administrators, directors, owners, and

inskructors are of good reputation and character.

(13) The institution has and maintains a policy for the r
ft
efund

of the unused portion of tuition,fees, and other charges in the event

\

the eligible person fails to enter the course or withdraws or is dis-

continued therefrom at any time prior to completion and such policy

must provide ehe amount charged to the eligible person for

tuition, fees, other charges for a portion of the course shall

not exceed the approximate pro rata portion of the total charges for

tuition, fees, and other charges that the length of the completed

portion of the course bears to its total length.

In addition, the V.A. statute requires that a private school

have operated for two years before it can be approved. However,.

this rule can be waived for institutions which are nonprofit, college

level, and "recognized for credit toward a standard college degree"

(including unaccredited schools whose credits are accepted by three

accredited institutions). And what is a "standard college degree"?.

It is a degree-awarded by, institutions of higher learning, accredited

by agencies recognized by the Commissioner of Education.

Thus, the two-year proviso indirectly favors public insti--

tutions and accredited, degree-granting nonprofit institution and r

subjects .unaccredited and for-profit schools to more complex epn-

ditions. One state education officer writes that the two-year

waiting period "brought mote order into veterans education than any

other single development. I could not help but remember how in

pressed we were with the two-year rule for veterans schoolAnd how

little we were impressed with the accredited status.for those sane
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schools."
8

law bars

in sales

4'
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Disapprovals

Certain courses must and oti,ers may be disapproved. The

courses in bartdnding di'pergonality development; courses

and sales management for, which At cannot -be demonstrated

-"that at least half of all persons completing the course 4:.ring the

preceding two years have actually been employed in sales or sales

managemen&;. and "any course which the Administrator finds to be

avocational or recreatidhal. . ."

V.A. regulations alsofrequire the - disapproval of courses

at schools which violate Title VI of the. Civil Rights Act. Two

schools have been disapproved for failure to file an affidavit of

compliance: Eastern Baptist Bible College, Hampton, Virginia, And

Soule Business College, New Orleans. . In enforcing this regu tion,

the V.A. has reportedly relied upon, tie Work of the HEW Office of

"

Civil Rights.- This office has found two fundamentalist schools, Bob

0

Jones University of Greenville, South Carolina, and the Free Will'

Baptist Bible College of Nashville, Tennessee, in noncompliance and,

hence, ineligible' for federai'programs. However, as of Novembee

1972, cne V.A. beneficiary was attending Soule Business College,

and 54 benefiCltries were attending Free Will Baptist. Bob Jones

University, which had 218 V.A.Ileneficiaries, sought a court order

to stay enforcement. A federal court d'against the university
in August ].974.
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Federal Control?

The law provides that "No department, agency, or officer'

of the United States will'exercise any .supervision or control over

any State approving [or]...educational agency, of any educational
00". .4

institution." Nonetheless, the,V.A. retains the authority:

1. To define full-time training'ift certain courses.

2.,,,, Tv determine whetherovercharges were'made by a school and to

disapprove the school for enfollment of veleranwor eligible personF. not

prdViously enrolled.

3. To determine whether the state approving agencies are complying

with the standards and provisions of the law.

4. To examine school records and accoupts, which must be made

available.

5. To disapprovq.schools or courses for reasons given in the law

and to approve schRole or courses notwithstandingslack of state approval.

In an interview, one state official depicted the arrange-

meat as "a federal, system which is made to look like a bit of a

state system. in fact,_the state approving agencies use federal

'Tndards, federal funds, federa3 forms, and tie V.A. has the right

to ovarrule state cisions. It has done so. We have a federal

system in all but name. I,

The V.A. regional office staff conduct compliance surveys,

visiting schools to check their attendance records, tuition charges

(are they the same for'veterans,as forin9nveterans1), and that at

least 15 percent' of students are nonveteran Virtually all c6-

pliance visits had been confined to vocational sch;Ols and unaccred-
.
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ited ,collegvs, but 'in 1973 their

In 1972, the V.A. paid

scope was 'being broadened.

schools over $3.5.million 4for pro-
.

cessing reports on veterans and the states, 0.0 million for their-

costs (in 1973, $8.8 million). Marvin Busbee, legislative directdr

of the National Agsociation of State Approving Agencies, estimates

that over half of the sum'received by the states went for the admin-.

istration of ow:the-Job and apprenticeship training programs and

under'half for course approvals.
9

The direct cost of V.A.'staff

visits, compliance surveys, and processing state agency approvals

came to another $1.4 million. Hence, the V.A.-fltate agency system

cost, all told, at least $15 million that year.

a-

V.A. annual contrdct4 authorize each state agency to ton-
,.

duct a'certain number of site visits and to'render othei services,

for which it will be reimbursed. The District of Columbia and

Delaware have not alaied for reimbursement; nor, until recentlyid

J.
Maryland for its work at higher educational institutims; a similar

situation probably obtains in several other states. Marvin Busbee

. . I .
,

testified in 1972 thit, on the basis of a survey he conducted,

48 percent of the costs of adliniterigg'the program were, on

average,'borne by the V.A. The forMula for reimbursing state costs

was subsequently doubled so that, Busbee writes, the state agencies

might now be receiving their full costs had not these also risen."

The evidence `indicates that, in the close interplay between the

Veterans Administration and the state approving agencies, the V.A. avoidp

interfering with educational quality or content, and tries punctiliously

to see that the agencies observe the rules. There is no ,iendication of

V.A. contal or of unreasonable interference with state agencies' work.

:
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The agencies, in turn, stress record keeping and enforcing of V.A.

regulations, and

tional quality.

$10 registration

many appear to do little about inquiring into educa-

Thus, vocational schools may not retain more than a

fee if a veteran drops out before the start of

classes and subsequent refunds must be proportionate to his period

of attendance. Students who are not veterans get a smaller refund,

so that a Aphool may have diffefent refund policies for different

students. At the discretion of State approving agencies,. schools

accredited by agencies recognized by the Coimnissioner of Education'

may be exempt from the RAI rata refunePrequirement a distinct advan-
%

tage of:recognition. #

Adherence to other V.A. standaras can be less strict. One

liUsiness ichdol in the District.of Columbia has advertised regylarly

in the Washington Post that it is "V.A. Approved," despite the V.A.'s

longstanding assertion that such a statement is incorrect and impermissitle.

The additional responsibility of UpSolding-educational

standards is discharged poorly in some states and not at all in others.

In a few states, fit is discharged wellprobablx as well as, or

better than, some private accrediting,agenciesdischarge erfeir respon-

sibilities. The relative effectiveness of state and accpditing

. .agency inspections obviously varies with the particular state, accred-

icing agency, and even schdol.

Thus, there is, no federal. control of the quality of
_

veterans' eduCion nor, in many states, any state control. IA these

)states, the only agencies inquiring into the substance and quality of

education have been accrediting bodies. In states whe:v 70 voca-

tional schools are accredited, state agencies provide fie only control.

f 4

a
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Approval and Accreditation

0,

Some:80 percent of the fourtireaf colleges and universities
.

listed in the OE Higher Edufation Directory for X972-73 were ful)/y

4
accredited by a regional commission. As accre4ted institutions are,

r

on average, larger than unaccredited ones it is safe two say that the

vast majority--probably, 90 percent or more -of veterans at bacca-

laurdate or higher-level institutions have attended accredited insti-
l%

tutions whose eligibility has been determined under Section 1775--

i.e., by their regionil accreditation.

The proportion of the

regional accreditation Was much

junior or two-year colleges with full
No.

-lower--perhaps only 55 percent..

That was in the fall of 19721 and the proportion has no doubt since

risen and will continue to rise. Ii the distribution of veterans

resembled that of other students at least 15 percent, and in all

lifilihoodimore, were at unaccredited colleges, most of whith were

approved automatically as public institutions. Relatively more vet-

erans than nonveterans might, in fact, have attended unaccredited

junior. .colleges. Proximity is important to low-income veterans and

the newer colleges, which tend to be more accessible, are a o more

likely to be unaccredited.
,

Finally, what was the situation among proprietary voca-

tional schools (Table 4)? Some 88 percent of.t,hd veterans taking

correspondence courses were enrolled in schools accredited by the

National Home Study Council.
11

ha propcirtion of veterans whose

business and technical training was taken at accredited proprietary

schools was decidedly lower: at a guess, about 60 percent of those

in business schools 45 percent of those in cosmetology. schools, and

_.
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Table 4

Number of Postsecondary Schools with Occupational Programs

and Number Approved for Veterahs, 1971

Type of School

Number of postsecondary schools
with occupational programs

Dotal Accredited*

Percent

Approved approved
for fors

veterans veterans

'Total 11,731 ? - 6,597 56

t

Cosmetology, 2,442 527 1,198 49.

Flight .1,880 9

gr.

1,328 71

Business -1,679 504 898 53

TeChnical/vocational' 1,422 . 241" -815 57

Hospital 1,266 947 ' 703 *56

Trade 1,081 77 522 48

N ..

Junior college 787: 594 670 85

other , 1,174 463
1

--39

* By an agency recognized by the Commissioner of Educatiopit',

Source: Unpublished tabulation of survey conducted eor the Evelyn R. Kay,
Directory of PciptsecondaryjskaalLyitlAssilatival Programs, 1971,
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 1973.

f.



- 360

perhaps 35 percent of those at trade and techjIcal schools. And in

'more than talf the statos, accredited proprie ;:iry schools were

approved on the same basis as unaccredite4 schoo s,a fter direct

inspection under the stricter terms of Section 1776. The script of

the agencies which aceredlt proprietary schools has simply.n ©t been

accepted by many states. "-Indeed, one major task of.the state agencies

has been to police miscreant but accredited proprietary schools,

though to say that is to call into question the Afficacy of, the

policing as well as thv accrediting of these problem schools. .

Some state officials have expressed their distrust of

agencies recognized by the Commissioner of Education to accredit pro-

prietary:chools. One official acknowledged difficulties in sharing

information with accrediting agencies. For example, the National

' -Association of Trade and Technical Schools had inquired about schools I

in hls state, but "we will not release confidential inforMation which

could lead to personal injury suits or liability." Nonetheless, lie.

was scornful of a MAWS team'which visited a local compute;school

"faster and took less time than our own supervisory visit; we have

no respect for them at all.", He observed that schools frequently

-clanged courses after,accreditation and that, whereas accredItting

agencies accredited schools, his 'office approeed coursipSt and hence

provided a more pertinent evaluation. (However, insofar as the in-

spection for veterans` courses also entails such institutional Stan-

dards as financial stability, fire safety, sanitation, lighting,

refund policies, etc., it is also a form of institutional approval).

Mother state official $aid that he would not even send an observer

to acccimpany
4
a. NATTS team, because "we do not want tk? add to t eir

0 ft'"6k



a

- 361 -

prestige. We do participate in*mg visiting teams of ACES."

Contrariwise, the director of another approving agency said

that he enjoyed participating In NATTS teams "because I think they do

4
a very thoroigh job....aecreditation delves into the financial sta-

bility of a school to an extent thatl..would be improper for a State

agency...." Others heaped specia9zfiticisAoli ACES schools. State

standards for quthorizing.a business §choql to award anaSsociate
. .

degree, bne official a:
. r

asserted, were)higher than those of ACES and
r

yet, "in order to qualify for federally guaranteed student loans,

this schqol is forced...to be accredited by ACES." Several officials

called the agencies accrediting proprietary scRools Nelf:servitig"

.

and "trade associations." They charged that agency fees2were too -

high for some small, good 'schools; and that the agencies w011d be .

reluctant to reduce their dues income by withdrawing accredi.tation

from, or denying it,to, too many. schools.. They cited examples of-schools.

closed by injunction'or court order whose accreditation continued for

months thereafter. (Conversely, accrediting agency spokesmen pointed. to

schools which remained approvedfor yeterans after their accreditation had

been withdrawn.)

At the June'1972 annual meeting of the National Association of State'

. .

Approving Agencies in Portland, Oregon, feelings-were sufficiently-st n d

so that representatives of the "big three " 7-NATTS, ACES, and the National

Home Study Councilwere noticeable for their absence. -However, the

three were again represented at the June 197:: meeting in Chartlesten,-W. Va.,
t

as they had usually been In earlier years.

.

To documentitheit'criticisms, state officials Cited errors .

committed and problemreas overlooked by accrediting teams. They

Ct.
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4

asserted that distant staff were unable to monitor frequeht changes

or to police adequately the educational and business practices of

schools by a one or two-day visit every five years. In turn,the

approving agencies have been subjected to ample criticism from repre-

sentativesof the accrediting agehcies, the Office of Eqyeation,

.independdnt observers, and even, occasionally, V.A. headquarters.

Thus, V.A. education director Morris Nooner has ivprovedthem for

submitting too many defective forms.
12 More severe critics charge

that many State offials are appointed because of whom, not what,

they know and that even'goodofficials can do little to discipline

schools owned by large corporations whose directors know their way

around* state c apitals 'and whose counsel can exact the lat4 ounce of

process due, in the blessed equality of the law, to the powerful as

well as the weak.'

Plainly, no love is lost between the agencies which accredit prbprie-

tary schools and those which handle veterans approvals in many states

(e4., Texas, Minnesota, and Florida). In other. states, however Ouch

as New York add Ohio),they work together well and with mutual respect.

In approving courses at higher educational institutions, the state

agencies have commonly deferred to the judgment of regional commissions,

isupplemented by'the automatic acceptance'of public instituttans. In prin-

ciple, this deference is anomalous, since the approving agencies insist

that they approve only courses. while the regionals accredit only institutions.

If they wished to glass over this distinction,. it would be more justifiable

.to do so in a small proprietary school which offers only a'few courses

than a university, which offers hundreds or thousands. However, to\

inspect and,approve all the courses taken by veterans at higher edu-
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I

rational institutions would vastly multiply the costs'of the approv-

ing system and require personnel with advanced degrees and adminis-

trative experience in higher education. State approving agencies

have been staffed with veterans, former military personnel, state

civil servants, and blue-collar workers, as is quite appropriate for

inspections concentrating.on programs training prospective craftsmen,

'mechanics, technicians, office workers, barbers, and so forth.

A key distinction drawn in the veterans approval system is that

between courses which are, and are not, offered for credit. ,In the former,

benefits are calculated on the number of credits takedl'in the latter,

on the number of clock hours/ It is the "clock hour" or vocational

courses that take much of the time of
t
personnel in the schools and approving

agencies and for which hourly attendance records are required. These

,records, and the inspections that seek to ensure, their accuracy, are re-

quired whether a vocational school is accredited or not; indeed, they are

required even of vocational, non-degree courses taken by veterans at region-

ally accredited universities- -but not of veterans enrolled for credit

in the same courses.' In essence, the V.A. and the Congress have,

wisely, or unwisely-, decided to concentrate the bul& of the resources

devoted to approving and monitoring courses upon vocational or non-degree

training

agencies

and to handle college-level education"more lightly. Approval

seek to ensure fair tuition refunds, to prevent fraud, and tp

eliminate courses designed to exploit rather than instruct veterans. The

,assessment of educational quality is not their principal concern.

The V.A. hias been criticized for relyinttoly heavily on

lawyers and quasi-legal professionals. Observers have noted the

shortage of staff with backgrounds in higher education.and the weak,-

ness of V.A. contacts wit -higher educational associations.
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Survey of_State Approving Agencies

A survey we conducted from August to October 1973 provides

further insight into the state approving system and its relations to

private accreditation. Responses were obtained from the heads of

approving agenciegi in the fifty states, the District of Columbia, and

Puerto Rico. It:should be borne in mind, however, that the fragaen-,

tation of state-authority for)different educational sectors makes it

,difficult to collect reliable informaticin about all postsecondary

institutions from one source. State approving agency staff are more

knowledgeable about vocational schoolg and courses, to which most of

their time is devoted, than higher educational institutions and prIgrams:

Number of Approved Schools

Tables 5 and 6 indicate the number of postsecondary degree-

granting and non-degree-granting institutions, by state, and the

number at which one or more courses were gpproved for veterans under

Section 1775 (as accredited) and 776 (unaccredited), respectively,

as reported by our respondents. The st tistics are of varying relia-

bility; many represent estimates, not counts. As agency staff are

accustomed to dealing with courses, not schools or institutions,

some double counting of institutions offering both "clock-hour" and,

'for-credit courses may occur.

Reasons for Revokins Approval

In the preceding twelve months, only six degree-granting

institutions had had their approval, and five, their ficense,Te-

yoked, a further indication that these institutions do not pose the

same kinds of problems to state officials as do vocational schools,
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and/or do not receive the same kind of attention from them and/or

are too strong to be dealt with as summarily as small for-profit

schools. Only 73 percent of non-degree-granting institutions were

approved for veterans. Unfortunately, we cannot say how many of the

remaining 27 percent or 3,242 schools were unapproved- because they

failed to meet approving agency standards or merely because, as

, veterans never applied to enroll in them, they never sought approval.

Among the latter were many hundreds of proprietary beauty, modelling,

cosMatology and secretarial schools enrolling mainly women.

It was'estimated that, during the preceding twelve months,

67 schools had had their license revoked and 255, their approval for

viterans withdrawn. Judging from the explanations offered, a minority'

--perhaps a fifth or least-of the cases in which approval Vas with-

*awn were attributable to breaches of regulations. Most resulted

from changes in the school's status: closure, which probably accounted

for most license revocations; mergers sale, or physical relocation;

loss of veteran enrollment; dropping an approved course; or a request

to have approval withdrawn.

Breaches of regulations leading to withdrawal of approval

included: failure to advise the agency of a change of ownership or

tuition increases; failure to provide copies of the teaching license

of new faculty and an accurate financial statement; noncompliance

with refund policyt failure to comply with the Civil Rights Act; 'evi-

deuce of financial4instability, poor facilities and equipment, high

staff turnover, poirly qualified instructors, and inability to place

graduates; lack of;a "valid vocational objective" (for a foreign

t. 4 N.

language school); and tailure to maintain accurate records of student



a
certificates (for pilot training), attendance, and progress; failure

to provide the agency and students with a catalog; lack of established

.14

policies in required areas,' including refunds; and unauthorized

interruption ol/ the training schedule. The astonishingly,detalled

surveillanceof proprietary school operations by some approving

agencies'is Indicated by a set of warning letters to the managers

and owners provided by one respondent. Thus, one letter to the

president of School reads:

On January 31, 1973, a compliance survey was conducted at
H School, Inc. by representatiyes of this staff....The following
are violations disclosed during the survey:

. 6
Daily attendance records were not being maintained as-

represented in Exhibit Q of the approved catalog. Time punch cards
are being-kept...in lieu of the approved daily attendance records....

46

Kenneth.44 , full-time student, was absent nine (9) days
in November and deven,(7) days in December.

Jolnny R. L half-time student, was absent seven (7)
days in November and seven (7) days in December.

None of the above absences were documented as excused absences.

....The Time Punch cards used to compute these absences were
not accurate, i.e. stadents punched in during the morning only or
would never punch out after lunch....

The school declared December 26, 1972, as a holiday,
however...the approved catalogue did not reflect this holiday, nor
was our office notified of the alteration.....

4 letter from the director of the approving agency to the

owner of C C College states:

..The qualifications of a number of your instructors are highly
questionable. The use of students as teachers is totally unaccept-
able....The issue of using unqualified or inexperienced instructors
has been distUssed with you on previous surveys....Unless this sit-
uation can be remedied, we will ilot be able to continue your
approval..
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On.the day of the survey, it was noted that all students were dis-
missed at 12:50 p.m. rather than at 1:00 p.m. You ,,rated that ynu

have always dismissed classes at 12.:50 p.m. for the, day schoor.an0
at '9 :5U p.m. for the night school. It must he concluded. there-
fore, that the veteran students enrolled in C C g" College since
the time of the original approval have never met the requirements
for payment of full-time educational

assistance
allowance for the

day school or half-time educational assistance for the night
school. ."

Because of the serious nature of the violations of approval criteria.
noted during the' survey, the enrollment or re-enrol 1pent of veterans
and other persons eligible to receive educational assistance....is
being restricted to those...in cetive attendance....

July 31, 1973 letter to the director of D College states:

....Attendance records have beah found to be incomplete on each com-
pliance survey within the past year Excessive absenteeism was .

noted...fand] the termination policy for unsatisfactory attendance
is not being consistently enforced....refunds are not always made
within thirty (39) days of termination as stated in...your approved
catalogue....

And an April 5, 1973 letter to the director of ajleauty culture school

(called a "University"):

It was...noted that you were requiring allsupplies to be purchased
at the school. This...cannot be allowed. If students desire to pur-
chase their booksi; tools, and equipment from your facility, they are
certainly permitted to do sok. However, should they desire to obtain
these items from another source, this is their prerogative.

A student's lack of productivity may well be grounds for dismissal....
However, if tuition has been paid the school is not permitted to
withhold credit for hours attended..:..

Approvals With and Without Reliance on Accreditation

The handling of ap7royals in each state under Sections 1775

and/Oi 1776 for proprietary schools accredited by four' agencies

.recognized by the commissioner is detailed in Table 7. Many respon-

dents were at pains to observe that approval under 1775 meantnothing

but the substitution of the accrediting agency's refund policy for

the pro rata policy required of other schools; all other regulations

imposed on "clock-hour" vocational courses applied equally to
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Table

Veterans Approving Agency Recognition of Four Agencies

Accrediting Proprietary Schools, Hy State, and Number of

Accredited Schools in. State, 1973. 4

a. Approved under Section 1775 (accreditation recognized).
b. Approved under Section 177b (without reliance on accreditation).
c. Approved under both 'sections.
J. No information.

State 'Accrediting Agency, Number of Accredited
Schools, and Type of Veterans Apptoval

AILS NATTS NHSC CAC,
Alabama 10 a 2 a 1 b, 511.

Alska 1a' 0b 0b 0b
Arizona 7 a 8 b 3 b 27 b

Arkansas 4 c 1 c 0 d t 2 c

California 41 a 65 a . 34 a 43 d

Colorado 7 a 11 a S a 9 a .

Connecticut 9 4 5 a 2 a 6.:a

Delaware .. 1 a. 0 b 0 b . 1 b

District of Columbia 7 c 4 b 7 a 1 b.

Florida 15 a 9 a 7 4 a

Georgia-
Hawaii
Idaho

.4. Indiana

6 b 9 b 3 b
2d 0d 0 d
1 b 0 b a d
14b 8b 3 3 b

-,, a 8 a I a

2b
I d
5 d

29 b
15 a

Iowa 411, 6 c; 2 a 0 a 11 a

Vansas 9 d 7 d 0 d 10 d

Kentucky 10.c 2 b 1 b 7 b

Louisiana '' 15 d 2d 0d 10 d

Maine . 5 b 0 b 0b 6 b

':-Maryland . 9 b 7 b 0 b f b

Ma:.sachusettt-, 23 b 15 h 1 1-, 9 b
Michigan 17 b 10 d 2 b 3b d

Minnesota b d II d 4 d 1( d

,MI:".,,Issippi 4 a I d 0 b 1 b
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State

- 375 -

Accrediting Agency; Number of Accredited
Schools, and Type of Veterans Approval

AICS NATTS
r

SHSC CAC

Missouri
Montana.
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire

9 a
4 L:

5 b

1 a,

S i

14 a
2 a

5 b
2 a .

0 a.

14 a
' 0 d
--"\O b

'0 a

0 a

20 b
7 a

11 b
4 b
1 b

New Jersey 9 b 15 b 9b- 16b
New Mexic6 b 3 b 10 b 4 b
New York '2.1 a 32 a 0 a 14 a
North Carolina 11 c 4 b .0b 7b
North Dakota 5 b 1 b 0 d' 8 b

Ohio 21 c 25 c 5 c 21 c
Oklahoma .7 b 6 b . 2 b 14 b
Oregon 6a '4a 2a 10d
Pennsylvania 31 a 44-a- 15 a 23 d

' Rhode rslant1^- 3 at 3 a 1 a 0 b

South Carolina 6 c 0 d 0 d 4 b
South Dakota '4 c 0 b 0 b 2 b
Tennessee 15 a 4 a' 3 a 12 b
Texas 49 b. 22 b 1 b 25 b

,Utah 3b 3b 1 b 18b

Vermont
..

1 a 0 b . 0b 2b
Virginia ,

.
13 b 4 b 2 b t13 b

Washington .10 b 4 b 7 b 6 b
West Virginia 9 a 2 a 0 a 8gh
Wisconsin 4 c 9 c 10 c 19 b

Wyoming. 0d 1a 0a 1 a
Puerto Rico 0 d 0 d 0 d 0 d

Total-.

Number of States 52 52
-a 21- rir
b 16 23
c c7 9 3

d 6 8

52
IT

52
9

23 31

'2 2

10 10



tit* Page

,47b -

AICS7 NATTS 'N SC -CAC.

Number of Schools 505 396 -

210
120
35
31

1$9.

94

76

5.2.1

,65

2,80
23

i53

C

d

219
179

73
34

AICS -Association of Independent Colleges and School;
NATTS-National AssociatiOn of Trade and Technical SChools
NHSC -National Home Study Councti
CAC -Cosmetology Accrediting Commission

- Source: Survey of heads qf veterans state approving agencies, August-
OctoWi,- 1973 and 1973. directories of accrediting agencies.

t<
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a

accredited and unaccredited schools. "The only difference in the. way

we treat them," one respondent explained, "is that, under the law,

the refund policy is as directed by the accrediting association; and

I would sure like to see the law changed to a flat pro-rata polidy

for all proprietary schools, accredited or not,." In some states, a

few degree-granting schools accredited by AILS or NATTS.are approved

t,

under 1775 whereas non-degree-granting schools accredited by 'the

same agencies are approved under 1776. One reasons for the reluc-

tance of many state officials to approve accredited proprietary

schools under Section 1775 is their wish to give veterans the fuller

refund protection afforded by,Section 1775.

0 We haVe.earlie4ted that approving agency staff were more

inclined to accept accreditation as an indication of the quality and
1.

probity of higher educational institutions than of proprietary schools,

though fewer accepted it .as a mark of probity for either kind of

institution. Forty agreed that all regionally accredited institutions,

should beeligible for insured student loans whereas only 21 felt

that all accredited proprietary sch6ols should be eligible

(Tables 8 and 9).

Opinions of Institutional Accredite4on

Seven out of ten respondentil agreed that regional' accredi-

t

tation was a good or "fair" indicatit3n of an institution''s quality

and six out of ten, of its probity. Nonetheless, they rep'eatedly

added reservations and qualifiscationS about its value. Most accepted

its usefulness as a basis of eligibility for insured student loans,

but would also exten4eligibility to many unaccredited institutions

and felt that state ag0Ocies should take part in eligibifl.ity deter-
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mittat ions.

Comittents like "Regional accreditation indicates some mini-

mum standards have been attained"; "We rely on their credibility";

"...the requirements for. accreditation assure a reasonably high

standard of educational quality"; and "Certainly, continuing accred-

feat ion by a regional association speaks to the reputation of an

instttution" convey the tenor of commendations.

The voluntary nature of accreditation was stressed to indi-

cate that many good institutions, unaccredited out of choice, should

be able to qualify for federal programs. "I am sure some tion-accred-

ited institutions have high quality educatiod...." "There are many
\,

fine accredited schools and there aie many excellent schools that

have not chosen to seek accreditation." One respondent enclosed a

statement by the vice- president Of an unaccredited Bible college:

I think it would be a very serious blow if participants
in the Veternas' Education program should be limited to schools who
are recognized by one of these nationally recognized accrediting
agencies. This would el minate hundreds of fine schools who are
doing a tremendous Job bo h from an educational and a spiritual
standpoint....

It not our desire to belong to one of the nationally
recognized accrediting agencies because of the very nature of our
school. is designed primarily to train ministers, missionaries
and those training for church music, youth work, etc. The demands
upon a school by an agency such as the Accrediting Association
are such that it would completely disrupt the purpose and goal of
schools such as ours. There Are many courses they would require
us to teach that do not fit into our designed purpose.13

The diretor of a technical institute was quoted as stating that his

institut&and a few similar nonprofit institutions "are alone in the

technical and trade areas since others operating in this area are

profit-making.... As far as we cat ascertain there is no recognized

accrediting agency for institutions like ."
14
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Many respondents were not enamored of the idea of insti-

tutional approval or eligibility which could conceal or condone

inferior courses. "There are Universities that have such poor facil-

ities and staff in certain programs that the programs could never be

approved standing alone," wrote Robert Van Tries, Assistant Commis-

sioner of the Minnesota Department of Education. "Because they are

a part of a larger pcmierful'organization, [regional] accreditation

would never be denied. This doesn%t do much for the person who

'registers in one of the poor programs.
45

Respondents noted the traditional emphasis of regional

upon academic programs and their didiegard or disparagement

commissions

of vocational

programs; the inability of a visiting team to evaluate satisfactorily all.

of an institution's programs and their relative ignorance of local factors

known to state authorities; the five or ten year intervals between visits,

when great changes can occur; and the excessive time allowed to rectify

breaches in accreditation standards. Accreditation costs were "piohibitive"

to some small institutions"; new colleges were not eligible for some

years. "Accreditation is not a guarantee of probity because there is

not sufficient contact with each institution to guarantee it." "There

have been enough instances of apparent fiscal mismanagement to question

this aspect." "We find a lack of integrity in the failure of some

colleges to count attendance or report the non-attendance of veterans

certified as enrolled. This is especially true in a few of the public

community colleges."

Though a count of responses shows a fairly even division of

opinion about the value of proprietary school accreditation as a.

test of educational quality and probity and a condition of federal
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eligibility 4Table 9), few favorable opinions but many critir:isms

were elaborated at length. The net impression conveyed was of the

weaknesses rather than the strengths of proprietary school accreditation.--
On the positive side, it was said that these agencies "have

good.. standards and re-check their schools at regular intervals"; they

"check financial stability"; %lost...schools accredited are good

schools"; "I assume certain standards must be met before a school is

r

accredited"; "...accreditation may tend to keep the schools alert

to current practicek in instruction."- That was the extent of the

praise sprinkled on 4ccredited proprietary schools and their agencies.

Criticism was showered on them. "Some...appear to be more

of a self-seeking organization...than an organization designed pri-
,

marily to insure quality edutation." "...the accrediting agency is

a self-serving entity established to satisfy. that requirement which

certain school organizations sold to Congress as being the only

method of determining eligibility....these agencies cannot possibly

police the schools they have listed as accredited." "The...agencieb

are too fay from the 'scene of the Crime....GenerallY their pub-

lished educational standards are good however their existence on paper

does not get the job done." The associations (regional as well as

proprietary school), Robert Van Tries wrote, are "monopolies" and

"semi-secret membership-clubs." The director of veterans approvals

in a major industrial state charged that "Some [proprietary school].

agencies...have used the authority given them by the several federal

statutes to work counter to state requirements. The 'big club' [of

eligibility]...tend[s] to favor larger schools operated by big

corporations or conglomerates to the detriment of good, small...ownerships."
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"...Just because the school is accredited, it does not mean

that the school is more financially stable or offers more educa-

tionally'sound training than non-accredited schools. We have seen

many kids 'stuck' with student loans after the accredited school has

closed its doors." "These schools are businesses aild.income will be

protected at any cost." "The educational quality in these schools

would not even be known without frequent physical inspections because

it changes overnight." "Accreditation is not usually withdrawn until

the institution.has collapsed." "We have far more complaints regard-

ing accredited proprietary schools than non - accredited

"Institutions with 'money to burn' can sopetimes buy their way into

accrediting organizations." "Accreditation, as it occurs now, is

meaningless."

The head of one approving agency wrote:

During visits to schools approved for veterans or certificatedunder
[state law]...we have found, particularly in schools'accredited by the
Association of Independent Colleges and Schools, unqualified instructors,
overcrowding, diskoportionate drop-out rates, unsupervised "study halls"

ring schedUled class hours/ poor scheduling, inadequate monitoring of_

lu.

tudent progress,, and other indicators of inferior educational quality.
c

The director of another approving agency stated:

1. We have,seen schools accredited when it was a
known fact that the school was in financial difficulty.

generally

2. There appears to be inconsistency...as to the applica-
tion of the accreditation process and standards among different schools....

3. .,.at appears that there may be a "vested interest" on

the part of some'of the team leaders who are owners of other accredited

schools as the accreditation [of] another school may assist [them)
...in holding down...the total bill for the operation of the accred-

iting agency....

4. There is completed lack of cooperation with state agencies,
at least in our case, with regard to AICS although the spirit of

cooperation runs to the other end of the scale particularly with
regard to the NRSC.
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5. ...we have noted insufficient and superficial evaluation
vilitations to many schools over the years. We have experienced
school evaluations that lasted merely a half day.

This official amplified his comments in a telephone conversation. !:;ome

of the "three primary accrediting agencies," he insisted, "do a...

lousy job....In some cases, the subject area specialist was on the

site for perhaps an hour or an hour and a half." An accredited school

Was not necessarily any, sounder, educationally or financially, than

an unaccredited one. This was unfortunate, because, properly con-

ducted, accreditation could set national norms to be emulated by the

states.

Eligibility Alternatives

Given such sentiments, these officials were not inclined

to rely on institutional accreditation to determine eligibility for
,

any federal, program, and even those with a good opinion of accredi-w

ration were not inclined to rely on it. exclusively. To do so would',

of course, eliminate a major reason for the existence of. approving

agencies and remove a major source of their power. Insofar as use

was made of accrediting agency determinations, the agencies should,

it was suggested, be subjected to stricter governmental regulation,

sweetened, perhaps, by grants. "...the USOE should provide...sample

guidelines for use by all associations....[whichj should receive

some grants from USOE. This would remove heavy...fees and open up

the avenue to smaller schools [becoming accredited]...."

To our question about alternative:means of rendering

schools eligible, most respondents had a concise answer: state edu-

cation departments or approving agencies. It was suggested that

state bodies should be recognized as accrediting agencies on the
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commissioner's list or that the "word 'public'...should be deleted

from the Mondale amendment "- -i.e., that state agencies be authorized

to determine the eligibility of private as well. as pliblic vocational

.schools.

Discussion

Our respondents live daily with the problems of accredited

proprietary bchools and most of their criticisms are probably correct.

None, however, considered the responsibility which they and/or other

state officials bear for these problems. For it is the state govern-

ments which give allAschools and colleges license to exist and which

have the power to regulate their operations or, if they choose, to

exempt them from licensure and regulation. Hence, state officials

may be. excused responsibility for the sins of public, nonprofit, or,

for-profit schools only if state politicians .end legislators have

rendered them powerless. But if officials with power have been unable

to discipline unruly schools, while those without poweihave'been

unable to act at all, it is hard to share our respondents' confidence

in the effidacy of state regulation and eligibility determinations.

Spokesmen for the maligned accrediting agencies respond in
4

kind to approving agency criticism. "They're real. hacks--the Court

House crowd," says one. The real reason more states do not approve

accredited schools under Section 1775, he adds, is the mileage

allowance staff get for the inspections entailed under Section 1776- -

"Have you ever seen their salaries?" \Another (the owner of a pro-

prietary school and much involved in his state's regulation of them)

remarks ruefully that "The.V.A. is concerned about the minutes that a
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student comes late--not the 55 minutes that he spends in class."

OE spokesmen .ir hardly more charitable. "nit. V.A. approving process

consists of going to some schools twice a year as a sort of social visit....

But at_ times, in new programs, the V.A. will hire consultants and do a good

job." ...we get more help from accrediting agencies than from the state

V.A.....we can't rely on teem. We've' tried and given it up." "In (Not

important states), after we hAre relayed complaints to V.A. approval peo-

ple,i%4e have finally got word back that we Will have to carry the ball our-

selves, the implication beingthat they were stopped...by politicos." A

high V.A. official, it was said, had himself taken rhea position that state

approving agencies should .be dropped, but "so much heat developed that

*le position, not the agencies, was dropped.

As OE and proprietary school agencies have been engaged, if not in

open warfare, at least in clandestine operations against hostile approving

agencies, their opinions might be discounted. However, they are shared

by qualified independent observers with no love for either OE or the

accrediting agencies. "The V.A.," one federal official remarked, "is

even worse than HEW, because it is staffed by veterans who have no competence

whatsoever. They don't kno4 what they are doing. IA V.A. official) told

me that he had frankly given up --that it was a hopeless situation, full

of nepotism." Ralph Nader writes that the V.A. "has poured billions into

educational training without seeing that the career, correspondence, voca-

tional or other schools adhere to standards worthy of the young veteranS.
16

"From the data presented," Charles Ward concludes, "it is

apparent that the function of the Veterans' Administration is in fact-

administrative and not evaluative....approval of 'accredited courses'

is for the most part a formality. Criteria fni 'nonaccredited courses'



...pertain more to

to the educational

- 387-

the administrative aspects of an institution than

17
aspect. ruvnt study 1,y chi: Educational

Testing Service concludes that "there remains more, than .t

that the State Approving Age7,cics are not an effective means of in-

suring the quality of educational performance that is necessary to

protect the veteran."
18 "...for those of us in vocational coun-iel-

ing." Kenneth Hoyt declares,, "the phrase 'Approved for Veterans' has

come. to be an almost meaningless one in terms of judging quality or

an institution." Adding insult to (4:Jury he goes on to recommend

that V.A. approval be "limited to institutions accredited by agencies
.

recognized by the U.S. Office of Education.
19

And thus we circumscribe another Circle of
mo.

on private accrediting, governmental regulat ton, and

a

k

1,

ti

fact and opinion

federal eligibility.

N
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I. The Guaranteed. Student Loan Pro ram

Summary

A

Guaranteed student loans affect more 'students and

postsecondary institutions than any other program which relies

mainly on accreditation to determine institutional eligibility.

The program employs alternative means to render unaccredited

colleges and public vocational schools eligible but relies

exclusively on accreditation for private vocational schools.

Unfortunately, accreditation has not sufficed to protect the

student and government dollar which has been taken by numbers

of unscrupulous accredited proprietary` schools for services

not rendered. OE has been unconscionably laggard about ejecting .

such schools from the program under powers it received in 1972

ark, in general, has done far too little to protect students.

HEU officials help educational "consumers" to get loans, but

insure bankers, not students or taxpayers, against subsequent

loss. Accreditation does not protect the student's interests

adequately or, in too many cases, at ail. Separate efforts

must be mounted to that end.

0

"We will chase the rest to their graves to collect if necessary."

Federal bill collector pursuing,
student loan defaulters.

"I became convinced that the schools were substituting the

selling of student loans instead of educatidnai programs as a

means of soliciting students."

Contrite president of a corporate

school chain.

"I would nave put the school into bankruptcy but this would

have meant the loss of its accreditation, thereby ending the

eligibility of students for government loans and grants. This

would have closed the school."

Financial adviser to a secretarial
school-that had lost it4 license
but still retained its accredftation
and, hence, its eiigibiltiy for

insured loans, which most ot its

students held.

1
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Niture of The Loan Program

4
The Higher Education Act of l%5 and the National

Vocational Student Loan Insurance Act of 1965 joined the'lederal

government, seventeen existing state guarantee agencies, and

the nonprofit United Student Atd Fund in a program to insure

.

private loans to students at a maximum 6 percent interest-rate

and provide federal interest subsidies to those with adjusted

family incomes of under $15,000. The Higher Education Amend.

ments of 1968 merged the two acts and raised the permissible

interest to 7 percent. The 1965 ,and 1968 acts were designed

to encourage the state.; to establish adequate student loan

programs, to reinsure thesc Htate loans, and to provide federal

loan insurance for students or lenders who lacked reasonable

access to another program.

The Emergency Insured Student Loan Act of 1969

authorized the'government, on loans made after July 1969, to

pay a special allowance of up to 3 percent to lenders in

addition to subsidized interest charges whenever market conditilns

warranted additional incentives. As of December 1972, the

governMent had paid $S0 million in such special allowances. The

Education Amendments of 1972 increased the maximum annual loan

to $2,500 and stipulated that before a student could qualify for

an interest subsidy, the school must provide the lender with

a recommended loan amount, after considering expected family

contributions and other financial resources. The "needs" test,

implemented in March 1973, applied to all students pplying

for subsidized loans, regardless of their family income.



The stated ;Thjeetive of the guaranteed loan program is to help

any student, regardless of tamily income, to finance hi:; postsecondary

education with guaranteed loans from authorized lenders. In

January 1973, there were 19,359 eligible lenders, including banks,
0

savings and loan associations, credit unions, insurance companies,

pension funds, and 208 educational institutions which lent to students

directly. The statistics can be deceptive, because some lenders count

each participating branch separately. The Bank of America had 800

separately registered branches which were Liter consolidated to 70.

Students can borrow money to attend a college or university; a,

hospital school of nursing; a postsecondary trade, technical, busineSs or

correspondence school; or a foreign school. The program, administered by

the Office of Education, has two components: one is state or private and
1

the other, federal. Both enable eligible students to obtain loans of up

to $2,500 per academic year--the ceiling and other conditions may vary

among states. Until enactment of the Education Amendments of 1972, the

total could no exceed $1,500 an academic year or an aggregate unpaid

principal of $7,500. Thereafter, the yearly.ceiling was raised to $2,500

and the aggregate unpaid principal to $10,000 for graduate and professional

school students (including their undergraduate loans)..

A student obtains an application from a participating lender,

school, state or private guarantee agency, or HEW regional office. While

procedures vary among states, generally he enters personal and financial

data and submits the form to an eligible school. This certifies additional

data, verifies enrollment, and, fpr students applying for federal interest

benefits, submits to the lender its recommendation fot a subsidized loan
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based on its assessment of the student's family finances. Aftei de-

termining the amount it will lend, the lending institution transmits

the papers to the HEW regional office or a state or private guarantee.

agenc'y to be insured. tenders may then disburse the sum either to the

student or the school fdr credit to the student's account.

Subject to evidence of due diligence, the government reimburses

all losses or defaults in the dicectfederal program and 80 percent bf

those in perticipating state or private programs. It pays interest suf)-

sidies and special allowances to lenders for certain students. To qualify

for interest subsidy, a student's family must have an adjusted gross in-

come of less then $15,000. Until 1968,*a federally subsidized 3 percent

interest contribution continued for the life of the loan. Subsequently,

all borrowers paid the full 7 percent interest, once out of school. In

the.first seven years, the government spent about $550 million in interest

subsidies. Students above the $15,000 limit pay interest while in school

and during the 9 to 12 month grace period after leaving school. Loans

must be repaid at an annual rate of at least $360 and must be fully repaid

5 to 10 years after repayment begins. Repayment may be deferred up to

three years for service in the military, VISTA or the Peach Corps or for

any period of full-time study at an eligible insitituion.

From 1966 through 1973, students received 6.1 million loans totaling

-$6 billion. Annual loan volume rose from $77 million in FY 1966 to $686

million in'1969 and $1,302 million in 1972. Participation in the direct

federal program grew from $67 million or 15 percent of the annual volume in

FY 1964 to $217 million or 32 percent in 1969 and $708 million or 54 percent
I.

in 1972 (Table 1).



Table

Guaranteed Student Loan Volume
Annual and Cumulative, 1966 -73

Fiscal
Year

Federal Guarantee Total

- Agency Percent
Federal

Annual volume (thouSands)

1966
1967

- $ 741,492 $ 77,492

- 248,494 248,494

-

--

1968 $ 66,555 309,293 435,849 15

1969 217,607 469,069 686,676 32

1970 353,788 485,675 839,666 42

1971 483,899 560,035 1,043,934 46 f

1972 708,164 593,414 1,301,577 54

1973 654,616 , 543,907 1,198,523 55

1974 611,657 577,522 - 1,139,179 54

Cumulative volume (thousands)

1966966 -
-

$ 77,492 $ 77,492

325,986, 325,986

OPP

NV

1968 66,555 695,280E 761,835 9

1969 284,162 1,164,349 1,448,511 20

1970 637,950 1,650,226 2,288,177 28

1971 1,121,849 2,210,261 % 3,332,110 34

1972 1,830,013 2,803,674 4,633,687 39

1973 2,484,629 3,347,581 5,832,210 44

v1974 3,096,286 31875,103 6,971,389 44

\ .

Source: Statement by Commissioner of Education T.H. Bell before the

. Subcommittee on Education, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, U.S.

Senate, September 18, 1974

In sole six months of fiscal 1972, proprietary school students were

responsible for about 75 'percent oUthe default claims in the federal program,

though accounting for only 31 percent of the cumulative loan volume as of

November 1972 (these figures represent hand tabulations subject to considerable

error). In fiscal 1974, proprietary schools accounted for 57 percent bf the

default volume and7.439 percent of the loan volume. Low income student have



evidently accounted for most of the high default rates in three state

programs examined in this study--New York, Illinois, and Texas.

When a student takes out an insured loan, he may assume that,

as the government ha's certified the school he will attend to be "eligible,"

it has also certified it to be educationally and financially "sound" or

"reliable." However, the Office of Education has, in fact, made no such

determination but rather relied upon the intermittent determinations of

.recognized accrediting agencies and, in certain cases, state agencies.

In the fall of 1973, the Office had 22 collectors to titack down students

who default on their payments, but it had done little to track down or

require an accounting from the school officials who may be responsible

for many defaults. Only in the fall of 1974, two years after receiving

aurhority to ego so, did it issue draft regulations designed to limit, sus-

pend, or terminate a school's eligibility.

Students seeking loans must attend an.eligible institution at

least half-time; some states require full-time enrollment. To become

eligible, the institution must establish that it is accredited by a

recognized accrediting agency or meets one of several alternative

conditions.

An unaccredited, degree granting institution can become eligible by

demonstrating preaccreditation status with a regional accrediting associa-

tion or the acceptance of transfer credits by three regionally accredited

institutions.

Unaccredited schools of nursing. awarding associate or higher level

degrees can become eligible if approved by one of seven state agencies re-

cognized by the commissioner for this purpose; upon'a finding by staff and

an advisory committee that they have met designated operational criteria.



The Higher Education Act, as amended in 1968, defines eligible

non-degree vocational schools as those which are legally authorized,

admit as regular students only persons "who have completed or left

elementary or secondary school. . . who have the ability to benefit from

training . . . for useful employment in recognized occupations." They

must have been in existence for two years and be accredited by a recognized

agency or by the commissioner (a power he has used rareW my' then only to

waive the two year requirement). Those in geographic or vocational areas

.lacking a recognized accrediting agency (because the regional association'

does not accredit public or nonpebfit vocational schools or because no

national agency is recognized to accredit for-profit schools in that field).

have been rendered eligible by .the commissioner on an interim basis. This

was done on the recommendation of an advisory committee which, not.wanting.

to make individual school determinations, extended eligiblity to classes of

schools until fivie years after accreditation would become accessible to

them by the ccmmissioner's recognition of a suitable regional or national

accrediting body.

Under this procedure, eligibility was extended in 1969.te some 500

public area vocational schools listed by state agencies for participation in

the 1963 Vocational Education Act. Eligibility-was extended to about 7501

for-profit trade, flight, barber, and cosmetology schools

licensed by states found to meet criteria enunciated for this purpose.

After the National Association of Trade and Technical Schools and-the

Cosmetology Accrediting Commission were recognized by the commissioner

in f067 and 1970, respectively, schools which had been rendered eligible
;r

in this manner were notified that they must gain accreditation inJive

years or lose their eligibility.

M.



In December 1972, some 1,670 domestic and-600 foreign institutions

were eligible to participate in the guaranteed Iman program. The eligibility

of the foreign institutions was determined by OE.staff after consulting

office specialists in international education and, when necessary,

private authorities and members of U. S. and foreign embassies.

The 7,670 domestic institutions included some 3,700 which granted

associate,or higher level degrees and '3,970 which did not. Of the 3,700

degree-granting institutions, about 1,000 were hospital schools of nursing,

or allied health rendered eligible by approved state agencies or by

reason of accreditation by such nationally recognized agencies as fhe

American Medical Association and the National League for Nursing. The

remaining 2,700 were jtinior colleges, colleges, and universities:

0

75 percent were eligible by reason of regional accreditation;

15-percent, by holding a preliminary status with a regional association;

and 5 percent, by submitting letters establishing that *three regionally

accredited institutions had accepted credit awarded to their students.

The remaining 5 percent were dost likely eligible by virtue of their

public status or thiir accreditation, as free-standing professional

schools, by specialiied accrediting agencies.

1

As for tae 3,970 postsecondary schools awarding certificates or

diplomas, but not degrees: some 2,620 were accredited,and 1,350,

_unaccredited. The accredited spools included-about 1,400 for-profit

and 1,200 public and4nonprofit schools (almost 1,000 of which were

hospital schools of allied health accredited in collaboration with the

AMA). The unaccredited schools included about 855 public area and

495 for - profit vocational schools. The number of eligible, unaccredited

for-profit schools will decline and ultimately disappear as OE policies

requiring accreditation as a' condition,of their eligibility take
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force. The future of the unaccredited public vocational schools is

less clear. They may gradually become accredited as the regionals

increase their activities in the vocational field--over 120 such schools

have already been accredited by the Southern Association Commission on

OcCupational Education Institutions. Alternatively, they may resist

and even foresake regional accreditation, as the opportunity to gain

eligibility for federal student aid by OE recognition of state agencies

has been opened up to them under the so-called "Mondale Amendment" of

1972.

Pa«

Problems with School Lenders

Some 200 se.1141s have obtained federal insurance contracts and be-

come direct lenders, in part to escape residency or school restrictions in

state programs. (Most states guarantee only loans, to state residents;

Louisiana, only loans to residents attending in-state schools; some states

stipulate full-time enrollment; some restrict fcians to those with adjusted

gross family income of under $15,000.) Direct lender schools can lend to

half-time, poor-risk, low'- income students whom banks may be reluctant to

serve; and their ability to offer loans together with education can be

advantageous in recruiting.

Of the 208 schools qualified as direct lenders in December 1972,

99 wertnonprofit universities and colleges including such-ivy league

schools as Harvard, Yale, Princeton, and Dartmouth, and well -known7

,colleges like Reed, Antioch, Carleton, Occidental--and Parsons College,

Iowa, of Millard Roberts fame. Thirteen wqre state universities,

including the Universities of Virginia, Illiqois, Michigan, Minnesota,

Wisconsin, and Missouri. Of the foregoing.112 institutions, 107 were



regionally accredited, 4 held candidate or correspondent status, and

one--the Northeastern Collegiate Bible Institute in New Jerseyhad no

regional standing.

The remaining 96 institutions were proprietary, schools: 72 were

accredited by the business or trade and technical school accrediting

agencies, and 22, by the home study or cosmetology agencies; 2 unaccredited

aeromechanical schools were rendered eligible directly by Office of

Education staff.

These 208 institutions, plus four insurance' Companies and pension

funds whose loan volume has not, unfortunately. been determined; ar.PnlinflAd

for $759 million or 14 percent of the $5.4 billion loaned under the

federal program up to December 1972.

Congress probably'had endowed institutions in mind when it -authorized

direct school lending, and certainly they were the institutions which

the American Council on Education representative had in mind when the

lcsislation was-being drafted. The headaches which some proprietary

school lenders have caused under that provision could hardly have been

anticipated.

Initially,'schools requesting authority to act as lenders were

issued contracts of insurance without any examination 9f their financial

standing or administrative arrangements. One source attributed this

unaccustomed disregard of normal bureaucratic paperwork requirements to

an informal opinion by HEW counsel that OE had no authority to subject

these applications to a meaningful review, which might haie required the

disclosure of confidential financial information.

Problems soon emerged among two types of proprietary school lenders:

small schools inexperienced at large scale financial management; and large



corporations which saw student loans as a source of virtually un-

limited, risk-free growth capital.

Lacking the cash to cover operations which expanded rapidly with

the ready availability of.loans, some schools\sold student notes at a

discount to other lenders, or employed brokers to get them loan funds

in the first place. Since October 1970, both practices have been pro-

hibited, because they channel money to students in particular schools

which gain an unfair advantage ovqr,competitors and becaause the cost of

these transactions are apt to be transferred to studillts in higher

tuition.

The implications of. unregulated chain-school lending are dramatized

by an examination of thirteen home study schools (nine, direct lenders)

enrolling 99 percent-of all home study borrowers. In 1970, 5,744 of

their students had loans; in 1973, 246,631.' The $91 million borrowed by

students at these schools in 1972 represented 9 percent of all guaranteed

loans in that-year and 30 percent of all loans to students at vocational

schools participating through the-federal program. Three lender schools

disbursed $81 million (Table 2).

-Since loans have risen so sharply, only.a fraction of the cumulative~

volume has yet fallen dual, but some of the delinquency rates on earlier

loans are ominous: as of June 1972, they were 24 to 45 percent at four

large home study schools.'

Statistics on the loan volume at chain schools can be misleading,

because, to increase ;loan- processing efficiency, several chains handle

all of their loans in a consolidated manner. Thus, a corporation owning

five schools, one of which is an authorized lender, may direct students

at the other four to obtain loans through the lender schoot,34,,
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Table

Guaranteed Loan Vnlume at Three Correspondence Schools, 1976-7:

Fiscal`

Year

Corresipondence School

B C Total

4mmt,er of, tudentq Fnrnl1 4

1970 '1,209 2,663 1 30972

1911 17,360 11,196 1,514 30,070,

1972 62,655 27,347 16,227 106,229

1973* 80.891 69,9:14 50,906 201,731

Annual Loan Volume (thousar4 dollars)

1970 $ 3,714 3,735 $ 110 $ 7,559

1971 28,310 11,251 3,182 42.743..

1972 . 41,939 24,22 1 14,404 80,564

* As of April 1971; data on the loan volume for 1973 were not yet. available..

Source: Division of Insured Loans, U.S. Office of Education.

V
440



ba 1972, Illinois led all states in its )can vklume 95 percent of

the ederal volume in that stab came through for-profit schools par-
. i.

ocularly correspondence schools, histortcally ncentrated in th'' (: hicagv

area with itstenttal transportatiop facilities.

Contrariwise, Advance Schools, which, some call the Cadillac of

correspondence schools, whose loan Volume jumped from $4 mil lion in 1970

to $42 million-in 1972, hap claiMed only $1.490 (sic) .in defaults. This

famili-owned business training radio, TV, appliance, and refrigeration

repairmen employed 600 salwqed, not commissioned, salesmen and offered

pro-rata tuition refunds. RelativelY few of its students werke-700.41-; most
, :,

were married and a third were enrolled as a result or personal reYerrals...

Alcoet 90. percent of students were financed under the'loAn program; 70'

percent received veterans* benefits,. thereby reducing *heir riik'as borrowers

the VA pays 90 percent of .correspondence course, tuition). The unusally low

declared default rate at Advance Schools wis attributaliileto the high

'proportion of ve;eran students, pro-rata refunds, and a policy of asking

the government to reimburse only, defaults arising from death, disability,

or bankruptcy. The school has vigorous e Ilecti n procedures to limit

delinquencies." According to Advance Schools officials, only a few-of the

le 010 students who gaaduated from January 1969 to August 1972 failed to

honor loan commitments, and thy were handled by the 'school. OE staff

appioVe the school's. policy, believing Advance Schools to be a first-class
e,

operation.
1

Defaults plague soma colleges, particularly two -year colleges

(Table 3). The Illinois experience shows _that default rates can be as

Wish or higher at accredited'as at pnaccredited prelsrietary schools,6

aad.thar the -default rates of a few schools can markedly skew the rates
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for a given type of school (Table 3, Column B). The concentration of

defaults at proprietary schools and public colleges enrolling large

numbers of unsiophisticated, low-income black students is also suggested

by the experience of the New York Higher Education Assistance Corporation,

which will be noted subsequently.

Exploiting the Gullible

Some of the reasons for the high default rates at certain proprietary

schools can he learned from a report prepared by a joint inspection team

representing the Office of Education and the Accrediting Commission for

Business Schools which visited three accredited corporate chain schools

in Texas in June 1971. The three were sclected/Trom sixteen southwest

schools with dropout rates of 15 to 60 percent in 1969. To OE staff,

this suggested "unacceptable patterns of recruitment and educational

training."

OE staff are concerned with dropout rates because, according to loan

regulations, if a student never attends a given school, "the purpose of

the loan has been frustrated and the lender should declare the loin

immediately due and payable. The grace period and the 5-10 year repay-

ment period do not apply. The student must make arrangements to pay off

the balance immediately, including any interest benefits paid on his

behalf."

Of the 1,560 students at the three business schools who had received

loans in the sixteen months from September 1969 through December 1970, 886

had withdrawn. The team concluded that while many students left school

because of "early job procurement, military service, marriage and'moving

to other cities, the major cause for the 56.8 percent withdrawal rate was

deficient operations and conditions in overall school curricula,
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facilities, recruitment, instruction, management, and administration."

Substandard facilities, curricula, equipment, and student services

contributed to the high withdrawal rates. School records on enrollments,

placement, attendance, withdrawals, and finance were faulty and

incomplete and did not meet the requirements of either HEW or ACM. High

school transcripts were missing in over half of the files inspected.

Placement information was available in less than 10 percent of the cases.

Some schools had no student counseling: records. Students determined

class assignments without knowing their proper sequence or the requirements
sc

for future jobs. Gross inconsistencies arose between the period of

attendance and the proportion of course completions.

Some of the deficiencies contributing to the high dropout rates were

acknowledged by company management. In a. March 1971 letter, the head of the

corporate school chain wrote:

. . . during May 1970 I found it necessary to change
the top management of [our] . . . business school
division because I became convinced that the schools
were substituting the selling of student loans instead
of educational programs as a means of soliciting

students....I also inaugurated a pre-enrollment
testing prograq...[to weed out) potential drop-
outs....[and] a pre-enrollment questionnaire...
[to find out] if students were beiitg solicited
in unethical ways."

4

When the guaranteed loan program was instituted, the review team observed,

4I

"salesmen who had struggled for years with limited or non-existent student

financing progra70 now had an almost 'carte blanche,' open-ended,

unrestricted source of low-interest, immediately available funds for their

prospects. The natural and logical reaction was to oversell." Apparently,

students were sold the "longest and most expensive course first" by

salesmen working on commission; they were not seriously screened,

efled or counseled to.see if they were qualified for courses.

r
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Local banks had "not been making proprietary school student loans for

more than one year due to unhappy experionyvs with uncooporative borrowers."

Nonetheless, 85 percent of the students at the three schools mana6d Co

get loans from more distant banks, though local bankers anticipated a 75

percent default rate from their former borrowers.

Their fears were warranted. In August 1972, LeoA. flatten, insured

loan officer for the region, sent letters to eleven LTV (Ling

Tempe° Vought) schools directing attention td their high default fates:

"of the 4,020 claims we have to work fin the region]...2,905...or 60% are

from the 11 LTV schools."

The Link Between Tuition Refunds and Loan Defaults

Tuition refund policy' appears to be a key link between high

dropout and high default rates. A borrower who drops out of school is

contractually obliged to repay his entire loan within 9-12 months. Fail-

ing to obtain what he deems to be an adequate of timely refund of his

tuition, he may be unable or 'unwilling to-do so. Another type of borrower

.
completes his course of study ,put then stops payments because he feels that

he did not really learn anything or that he did not get a job he had been

led to expect.

Many proprietary schools will give a dropout some refund Odihe

balance of his tuition, whereas colleges and universities may maintain a

"no-refund" policy once a student registers. However, it can be difficult

for a student to extract a refund from certain proprietary schools by his

own efforts; his complaints can be brushed aside until counsel is retained

or the complaint is brought to the attention of government officials.

Fewer dropouts occur in the midst of college semesters; As proprietary



schools start courses at weekly or monthly intervals. their student both'

churns Geer constantly, and students may drop out more readily without

fully appreciating the extent of their contractual commitment.

One troublesome, if infrequent, cause of loan defaults occurs when

a school loses its eligibility for loans, as was the case with Riverside

University of Riverside, California. A business college accredited by

the Accrediting'Commission for Business Schools,*Riverside subsequently

opened a law school and held itself out to be "accredited" without noting

that its accreditation applied only to the business college--or that

the Western Association of Schools and Colleges had thrice rejected its

application. \'
In 1970, Riverside came under state and federal investigation

and some of its shorthand reporting students filed suit for damages

for false and misleading representations. They refused to pay their

loans, complaining that they were promised a curriculum which. would

qualify them to be court reporters in eighteen months.

Generally the student...would be admitted without

any inquiry into...her past academic record....

the type of student that was attracted to the
UniversiCY was one which was employed and married
and had insufficient funds and educational back-
ground to be admitted to an accredited...college
....most of the students complained that at the
time they were accepted for admission...they would
be asked to sign a Power of Attorney in blank

'IorM....Ewhichl the University would utilize... to

obtain the educational checks...and the students
,would never receive the student loans in'the
average amount of $1200....it was...represented
to the students that they would be certified as
a shorthand reporter on graduation. Nothing
could be further from the truth....not one per-
son who had fully completed the court reporting
course at Riverside University had ever passed
the California examination.2

ti
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Riverside officials were advised repeatedly that only business school

studenti were eligible for. loans. 'NZwertheless, students enrolled in

1

inelfiible programs obtained Loans by being registered in the business

7

school. The school submitted loan applicationsimonths before students'

enrolled. For example, student Helaine Rampley has acC,lixed in, January 1971

and then applied for a loan. The lender, U. S. Life and Savings and Loan,

.

t

_sent Riverside a. check for $1,560 in February, even thOughthe student

. ,

was not planning to register- until the, following November and actually

never did.'

Deepite such gross breaches of OE regulations by Riverside

officials, these loans were apparently, bind$ng on the students and con-
4

dt,

stituted legally enforceable debts (though there %oas a difference of

opinion on' the point withir OE). When OE staff learned of the situation,

they stopped the flow of federal funds, even while the business school

*
remained accredited. -In late 1971, ITiprside was closed by the California

attorney general, thereby finally ending its eligibility; but banks still

pressed the stranded students for repayment. The situation might have

beep worse, for it was rumored that the school might close and the

.records be destroyed; the state got a court-appointed trustee to preserve

the records and run the school until the end of the year.

.
William Simmons, Jr., director of the insured loan program, answered

an inquiry from Congressman Jerry Pettis about the students'' plight:

The participation of Riverside University . . . was

based upon its compliance with the statutory elements

of eligilaility...fandi accredited status with

the AccrvtlitingCommission for Business Schools. . .

It is indeed unfortunate that the unsound financial

condition and the employment of questionable practices

at the institution were not brought under the scrutiny

of ALBS in time for that body to have removed the

school's accreditation. Allowed to proceed with its

'At
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. program involvement to the point of collapse, the
college undoubtedly has created prohlemc for same
students. . . .

While we sympathize with [their) . . plight,
there is no provision in the Federal Insured Student
Loae Program to absolve a student/bOrrower of his
obligation to repay in the rare instances where he
chooses to invest the prodeedings of his loan in a
school which fails. . . .

We have seen other letters written in response to Congressional and White

House inquiries about students vkctimized in the Riv side affair that

show OE officials-in an even worse light. They said in,effect, that,

under the law (they did not say, as meekly administered), a Spanish-

American inveigled into signing a contract she could not read for

education at a school she never entered was nonetheless obligated to

repay the full amount of a loan she never personally received but

authorized the lender to disburse. No matter that she received not a

penny refund; no matter that the school went into bankruptcy and the

owners were found guilty of fraud: the law and the brave U.S. Office

of Education protected the bank's money and the Treasury's, not the

student's.

Small wonder that, in Decem,er 1973, California Republican Congressmen

Pettis and Alphonzo sell joined in introducing a bill,.the "Postsecondary

Education Consumer Protection Act of 1973,"
4

...to provide protection for students, consumers, and legitimate,

postsecondary educational institutions against substandard or

fraudulent practices, to provide compensation for losses of

Federal financial assistance by way of loan or loan insurance

because of the insolvency of eligible institutions, and to

provide for improvement in the quality of postsecondary

education, by strengthening the process by which postsecondary

educational institutions gain eligibility for funding status.

....The Congress finds that--

....eligibility...has sometimes been misrepresented by

institutions as amounting to direct accreditation or approval

by the Federal Government...;-
...such misrepresentation has sometimes induced students

to enroll in a particular education program...; and
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...the toff has suffered'substab ia1 losses of human,

financial, an ucational resources bec use of the ,unethical

actions of same administrators,
reeruitersand other persons

associated with eligible postsecondary educational institution'

Federal administrators are engaged in an effort to control the

surge of student defaults whieh could threaten the entire loan program

0

or produce severe restrictions on the participation of proprietary pro-

prietary schools. A large proportion of paid-out defaults involved pro-:

prietary school students. This painful fact could lead to painful con-

sequences, as Congressman John Dellenback warned Oe June 1973 annual

meeting of the National Association of Trade-and Technical ScgOols in Los

Angeles, in an address that was otherwise fulX of praise for their good

'work.4 In fiscal 1972, vocational school students received 36 percent of

all federally insured loan funds, and the proportion has been rising,iwith

some puzzlingly sharp variations in nearby states. Thus, in Georgia and

Tennessee, 51 and 46 percent, respectively, of new loans went to students

in proprietary schgols; in Mississippi, only 3 percent. Some of the

incidence of defaults may reflect the fact that programs at proprietary
10.

schools are usually shorter than those at degree-granting institutions,

so that students enter repayment statUD earlier. Some is due to the

concentration at these schools of high-risk students not readily

4.1

admissible in other institutions. And some is undoubtedly due to the

deliberate exploitation of students who, handicapped by ignorance and

poverty, are euchereci into contracts they do not understand for poor

training they may not even receive. A 1974 estimate by the General. Account-

ing Office put the proportion of potential insured loan defaulters at:24

percent of all student borrowers and almost half,of all borrowers at pro-

.prietary schoolsi Default rates have been lower in the state programs

than in that insured directly by OE, because the states have screened out,

or given grants rather than loans to, more high-risk, low-income students.4a



Go After Students end Schools

Slow to discern the institutional concentration of defaults, the

Office 0,Education was slow to take corrective measures. In 1971, when

defaults re low, Office spokesmen believed that most students took their
0

obligations eriously,. In May 1972, when bad debts began to accumulate,---

William Simmon Jr., stated that the then-current 4 percent default rate

was "twice as hi _h as it should be."5 A "crackdown" on'students began.

OE gathered a co ctiOn force to run down defaulting students, with the

help of other federal investigative agencies. One newspaper described

this collection operation as a "Hunt for Student Aid Defaulters":

Federal bill collectors here are busy chasing
down 9000 former\tudents who owe Uncle Sam millions
of dollars in government insured loan payments..

A special three -man leam . . . already has
tracked down about 2500 . in California, Nevada,
Arizona and Hawaii--the four-state region the team
works in.

"We will chase the rest to their graves to
collect if necessary" Henry Goltz, one of the collectors'
promised yesterday. . . .;-

"We will try to workWith them to effect collection
in. the fastest time possible," he said, "but if they
don't go along with us, we are geared up to garnishee
their wages or get a judgment against their assets."

Up to September 1973, federal collection efforts had netted a $3.2 million

recovery of $55.2 million in cumulative federally insured default claime.'
7

Powerful incentives for abuse had been created by the combination of

unlimited loan funds, schools dependent upon enrollment contracts obtained

by commissioned salesmen, and the uninspiring OE enforcement record founded

in part upon its "hands off education" tradition. The enrollments and also

dropouts of many schools rose sharply due to stepped -sip recruitment,

misleading advertisements, inadequate student screeningiinstruction and

supervision, overcrowded facilities, overworked teachers, frequent changes

in staff and management, and broken promises of job placemeht.

I



conjunction with the practice of collecting the entire tuition in advance,

these techniques yielded high profits, for as :students dropped out,
c.

their places were quickly filled by others. So long as some

tuition remained unrefunded, there was a premium on sieving large numbers

of students through the doors. When loan administrators awoke to this

situation, they realized that accrediting team visits every five years

did little to control it. However, some sources of the problem

transcended the limited responsibilities and powers of loan officials.

OE's first efforts to remedy the situation were directed at lender

- schools. Staff began in July 1970 to examine critically applications

from schools for authority to act as lenders. Previously; some 110

schools had been given that authotIty with few questions asked. After

the HEW counsel's office in effect reversed itself, regulations were

published in the October 13, 1970 Federal Reg.ister stating that:

A pension fund, institution of higher education or

vocational school will not be approved by the
Commissioner (as a lender) unless it can satisfactorily
demonstrate that the procedures it his established for

making or purchasing loans'. . . are in

accordance with. generally accepted commercial lending
practices and that it is able to carry out the duties

and responsikaities required of it. . . .

Schools were asked to demonitrate sAfficient financial resources as well

as adeauate,orocedures for making, servicing,and'collecting loans.

Loan staff developed additional mechanisms to dampen rampant loan

ansion and curb under-capitalized lender schools. In 1972, they

began to limit the volume of loans a school could offer in its first year

as lender. Such limits, it was hoped, would reduce the growth c.f. "FM,

factories." By April 1973, 15 degree-granting anti 41 non-!degref.;-granting

institutions were so limited. Annual performance reviews were instituted,

schools lenders were asked to project new loan volume and submit certified



financial statements that were evaluated against OE records of comphInts,

refund practices, and defaults. Of 90 lender schools reviewed by April

1973, the lender status of 58 was extended and that of 32 (31 of them,

proprietary schools) was suspended or limited.' Suspended schools lost

only their direct lending authority, not their eligibility to participate

in the loan program via state or commercial lenders. OE had no authority

to limit the number or volume of loans taken out by students enrolled at

any eligible institution.

n late 1972, the Division of Insured Loans reached beyond direct

ach of lenders to all prop%ietary schhols which had failed to Wake timely

tuition refun!po the leading institutional cause of defaults. Some

schools owed over $500,000 in refunds to students on insured loans. The

Ling Te"nco Vought chain owed over $1 million.. Where'OE.identified such

schools-, it began to refuse to insure additional loans until past refunds

were paid, taking the posit on that it was senseless to put good money

after bad and aggravate sc ols' financial irresponsibility. OE also told

schools to make good on the stated refund policies of their accrediting

agencies.

The result was disastrous for schools with large'refund obligations

and a heavy depeidence on insured loans. Between January 1972 and May 1973,

twenty accredited business schools closed. Other

the closings included the loss of accreditation,

factors contributing to

over - expansion, and

financial mismanagement, but the heavy enrollment of insured loan students--

often more than 90 percent of the student body--and the requirement to re-.

fund large sums were primary causes. One Texas Education Agency official,

who felt that "the loan program has been a disaster in Texas," held OE partly

responsible for these closings. In his view, the insistence on immediate

refunds,'coming after seven years of inaction, penalized students caught



in the closings and could.contribnte 0 even higher future defaults..

Some of the schools had been sold to buyers unsuspecting of their

refund liabilities.

For example, Draughon's Business College of Greenville, South

Carolina, closed in May 1973. The state education department had licensed

the school in February 1972 and again in May 1972, fo\klowing two ownership

changes. The state. inspections had noted nothing unusual.but the school's

finances anti refund obligationshnd not been examined. When it closed,

Draughoes accreditation was suspended by the Association of Independent

Colleges and Schools, whose staU said that suspension had been pending

for a year. "WO are all hamstrung by the Office of Education," Dana Hart,

Executive Secretary.of the AIDS accrediting commission said, referring to

OE due-process requireMents.8

Though OE loan staff nay be accused of vacillating between too lax

and too strict enforcement - -;t is not easy always to follow the golden

mean - --they have been keenly aware of the consequences of closures for stud

Indeed,,the concer that szudents not find themselves out on the street.thas

often been responsible for the indulgence of school irregularities by OE

ents.

as well as accrediting agencies.

chases in Texas, loan staff made

owntry. who was attempting to repay the large refund obligations he.had un-

knowingly inherited, to spread out these repayments over a number of years.

After a series of business school pur-
l.

speCial arrangements to permit the new

Since'1972 a printout has detailed the number and volume of lams it

A
each schOol. But, as OE staff do not obtain current enrollment data,-iti-ey

cannot the incidence of borrowers at any school or the number

of students receiving other government funds. As they had received default

data from leaders, not schools, they had until recently been unable to

identify the number of defaults at individual schools.,

t



High 0.2*..:It rates m3F rowlt from malprot-Ft.c-,--,.r !hk.

commendably pra4:tit.e tol h t1 tr t,$*

stuJeAts who would not be admitted _elsewhere. indeca, a nattor.ai poilL

- .

of 'compulsory attendance rh secondary schmtl and 1,1nc., advocated by

of per admission to higher education, 4.5 naOly ,compatibIt with a

rigorous selection for vocational education. According t'. an Illinois

state analysis,

11 an individual school or...lefider ia -a,blgh &fault
rate-;. It is.invariablv becaut it serves 1.groun of
high risk students. One cannRt. make the assuwptwh
that becaqpe "Lender A" has,a default rate that As
twice the default rate of "Lender E" that "Lender A",
therefore, is more careless.* in the admamistraticn of. -

the Insured Loan Program,.Lens1c.- Vs" protedures-
may be even.worsewbut their clientele, !s limited
to "reasonably safe" students. . . 4qe have)
observed equally-poor'or worse administrative practice,s
In those.institUtions whose default rates ate low
simply because they rpject the low income and/o . minoritt.'

student.9.

In June 1972, the New York Higher Education Assistance %:orpo- Arlon

sent warning letters to 64 institutions with high defaglt.rates:-.1nd ruled
Es

another 37 ineligibie for new loans. Of tbc usped .schopls, 14 were

regionally acCredited (11 wvre predominantly btack inst,itueitm); tht. othfer

23 were vocational seno6ls (16 were beauty schciols). The 64, insititutions),
.

or
1 .

receiving warnings included 33 vocational schools, miltily beauty and trade

schools, and 30 regionally accredited and 11,unaCcriedited Institutions,

half of which Were ,outhern colleges catering-mainly t black students.

The 11 out-of-state,collegus luspended fifecaus of tivtault.i.ate..;

among New York students running as nigh as 54 perc,ettt, werj: Oakwood

Colleg.e, Alabama; Howard University,Ilistri:t. ot ,,tmlumbia, Morehouse

College, Ceorgia; Shimer Collrge, 1Iiizoi rvland State.

Maryland;. Elizabeth City State University, t. AllgustinisXollege, and
. .

Johnson 't.. Smith University, North carolina; .Cen.r7i1 !,411-.. Unt



ir tit ri I

.iy. ItillusSek Pni er:Yity, Tennesnvo;

uthvril Univer :.t.tt , re%as. Colleges

reek. vint: wanting letters intluded Cooper Union, MAL:gee, Goddard, Fisk,.

the ,Latross campus. of the University of Wisconsin, Hampton Institute,

Los Angeles City College, the University of Northe'rn Colorado, the

University of th Amerl,..,s in Mexice.and the Inter American University

in l'uerto Rico.

Upon being suspended because of its 32 percent default rate, the

Borough of Manhattan Community College, together with the City University

of New York, obtained an injunction which obliged "the corporation to

continue lending to high-default schools. In the college president's,

and apparently the courts', view (the lower court's ruling was sustained

..is appeal), tLt torporation's,action was discriltinatory and unjust,

ng tFit;In: :t1.1dunt,:" for the of fens*'-. of tbvir predecessors JO

The coordinating boaro of the Texas college and university system

tried the same tactic in 1.969, briefly suspending over two dozen schools with

loan delinquency rates over 10 percent. When Texas joined the federal

insAirance program, the policy was rescinded-4nd the agency merely sent

such sc,b15-61s warning letters.

High defaultdefault schools argue that they shouk4 not be penalized for

attempting to serve high -risk students: if they are, they will either

have to shut down cr reject unpromising applicants who will then have

nowhere to turn. Indeed, LW has been selling its fourteen schools in

Tosas and getting out of the education busines1:. Critics charge that,

too often, businessmen with little educational talent, experience, or

Interest, have exploited the loan program for its risk-free profit

potential. They have hailed proprietary school closures and-some would

Iike to bar all proprietary schools from the loan program.



Although some accredited proprietary schools have plainly'ex-

ploited students, it is plain that defaults would persist if all pro-
,

prietary school owners and salesmen were as well behavedas a prize

group of scouts. That is evident from the high default rates of students

aided by the Neer Fork Higher Education Assistance Corporation and enrolled

at accredited universities and colleges of national standing.

cap The default rates of low-income black st :tdents attending large
ea

universities can he statistically drowned in the repayments of middlo=rlassa
students, whereas they stand out sharply in small schools catering

644
ea

exclusively to them. Some well-meaning persons, who believe that

nondiscrimination should extend to statistics, also do what they can to

obscure data which they fear may be misused. Accordingly, we know

less then we should about defaults at higher educational institutions.

Carol Wennerdahl has provided a glimpse of defaulters in The Illinois

Guaranteed Loan Program :'

Approximately 37% of all borrowers are from a family
whose reported adjusted income is less than $0,000,
while approximately 70% of all defaulted borrowers
are from families whose incomes are within the same
range. Approximately 11% of all borrowers are
members of a racial minority group, while approx-
imately 50% of all defaulted borrowers are. . . .

The collections staf. . .has noticed a lower level
of social sophistication in these borrowers as they
are compared with the entire borrowing population.11

Section 438(a) of the 1972 Education Amendments authorized the

Commissionto limit, suspend, or terminate loan eligibility after due

process, including adequate notice and the. opportunity of a hearing. if he

determined that an institution was not administered according to "reasonable

standards of financial responsibility and !with] ap;:ropriatc inctitt!onal

capability." The act also authorized audits of

In developing regulations to implement its new auti4orit.:, t-

what constituted violation and what, a serinus ur repeattA v1,71,1tik:A, r't



the regulations. As of September 1974, no regulations,had been issued

thqugh a diaft was being circulated for comment.

Why should it take two years, to use an elementary power Office

staff had long wanted and which was obviously needed to protect students

and public funds from the errors-accrediting agencies seem unable to avoid

or to correct? The OE bureaucracy must be assigned much responsibility

for the delay.

Complaint Procedures

Student complaints'have7been forwarded to regional staff in charge

of investigations and collectionits and to ALES staff who have normally

passed a copy along to the appropriate accrediting agency for investigation.

We examined 103 letters of complaint received by AIES between Januar); and

April 1973 from, or on behalf of, former students who had defaulted on their

loan obligations. All involved proprietary schools and none, higher

educational institutions. Complaints were registered against a total of

60 schools: 29 were accredited by AICS; 20 by NATTS; 8 by NHSC; 1 by both

A1CS and NATTS; I by both NHSC and NATTS; and 1 was unaccredited.

Robert Toren of the. AICS staff reported in July 1973 that AICS had

received from 0E,complaints against only 15 schools, and,from other sources,

complaAnts against another three. William Goddard, NATTS secretary, report-

ed tat his records indicated the - ceipt from CE Jf complaints against

only eight schools. NHSC executive director William Fowler reported the

receipt tit the full quota of complaints against nine accredited cos:respon-

dencp schools. The three spokesmen indicatc0 that their agencies had inves-

'Sated all of the complaints and that most had been resolved. The complaints,

which concentrated, on business, computer, and correspondence schools in Texas,

California, and Illinois, included charges of false or misleading advertising



or verbal representations and promises about the school or future

jo!ls, and complaints about poor facilities, poor teaching, teaching

in English to Spanish-speaking students, and the absence, or frequent

rotation, of teat hors.

Toren wrotc, "it appears that perhaps two or three [of the. VLA7ut_<.

complaints AICS had investigated' were totally unwarranted. However, in

most of the remaining eases, there was a general misunderstanding between

the student and the institution. .These complaints were resolved to the

satisfaction of the student, but without the school admitting fault An

any way. As you can imagina, it is often difficult to make an accurate

judgment as to the substance of an individual's Lemplaint through

correspondence. However, we are usually successful in resolving these

omplaints to the satisfaction of all parties concerned."

Goddard wrote, "It iF not possible for us to make the value

,:,;ment as to which c..omplaints are of substance and which are not..

For example, the student might state that the instruction was poor and

outdated, but not give any specifics. On the other hand, the school

might claim that the instruction is good- and up to date, and our

evaluation of the program by a professional from the industry had shown

that the training program was of value."

Fowler reported that "About t cases [of 19 complaints against 4

schools] were warranted; 13 were open to interpretation. In all eases,

reasonable and fair settlement wa,: reached. In most canes, thc

schools agreed to either refund tuition or adjust tuition accounts in

favor of the student."
12

No change hacteccurred in the status of any N,ATI or N1WC school

named in these complaints, all of which were accredited in hoth Jasfuary

1973 and July 1973.



Of the 30 schools accredited by AICS against which complaints had

been received by OE, 24 remained accredited in July 1973; 3 had been

disaccredited and 3 had closed. Censure, probation, or disaccreditation

actions had been instituted or completed against eight of the schools,

and two had closed as of January 1--that is, before this set of complaints

had been received. It would appear that some of the factors that have

led AICS to reexamine a school's accreditation (such as financial

instability and the accumulation of a large debt of unmet refunds)

have also generated student complaints. But the experience of the

other two accrediting agencies as well as the testimony of many other

agencies n response to our questionnaire demonstrates that student'

complaints seldom are regarded as serious enough to, or are handled
A

in a -.lay which might, lead to the reconsideration of accreditation.

As for the Office of Education, its performance in investigating,

let alone rectifying, complaints has not been inspiring. Ocedsionally,

a forceful staff report has been prepared or measured actions taken on

behalf of groups of students; occasionally, a school's lender application

has been delayed by complaints, but effective policies or procedures have

not en developed for investigating Ad acting upon them. Individual

he quarters and regional staff have been much concerned about students'

interests, but they have other primary responsibilities. HEW officials have

said more than-they have done to protect student "consumers." The overall

impression one gets is that OE is more concerned about the banks and the

schools and the accrediting agencies than about the students. It is handi-

capped by its tradWon of silent and not fast service; bY its limited

powers, cautiously exercised; and by-its unwarranted reliance on accrediting

agencies. We may hope bur we should not expect to transform OE from an
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agency useful in serving such forces 'as mif vaguely be discerned amidst

,the educational fog to one which will mount an impressive compaign on

behalf of that even less definable force, the student.
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J. Other Fostaecondary Eligibility Systems

Summary

OE and the V.A. attempt in elaborate (if different) ways to ensure
that postsecondary schools meet at least minimal educational standards
In contrast, other important government programs pay almost no regard to
such standards or to a comprehensive system of eligibility determinations.
Among these are the large program of Social Security benefits
to students, the even larger programs of research and development awards
to college and university investigators, lqans and .grants to American
students attending foreign colleges, and a host of federal manpower programs
administered through the states. For all practical purposes, these programs
dispensl with the accreditation requirement and none seems demonstrably the
worse for it.

The criteria of eligibility for foreign schools were much less
rigorous than for domestic schools. No.site.visits and no periodic reviews
of eligibility were undertaken. Headquarter staff of the Office of Education
and the Veterans Administration made direct judgments of the eligibility
of individual foreign schools which they refrained from making for domestic
schools.

While AIES is directly responsible for determining the eligibility

of postsecondary schools only in certain OE programs, its directories of

accredited and selected unaccredited schools and programs help to determine

eligibility for many other public purposes.

Graduation from or attendance at an accredited school or orogmam

is a prerequisite for many job classifications. A military chaplain, for

example, must posseis 120 undergraduate hours from an institution listed in

the Higher Education Directory, or a theological degree from a Directory

school or one whose credits are acceptable to Directory schools. Attendance

at an accredited, or designated alternative, institution is necessary to sit

for the general entry exam of the Civil Service Commission. Government

lawyers must be graduates of accredited law schools, as must applicants for

entry commissions in the Judge Advocate General's corps of the armed servires
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AILS certifies the .accredited or preaccredited -,tatus of various

medical, allied medical, and alliek! health sthoo ana programs, to

facilitate administr.ition of the 1963 Health Professions Educational

Assistance Act. Accreditation is a prerequisite :''certain National

Institutes of Health grants such as the Health Professions Teaching

Facilities grants, heart and lung researth graduate .training grunts,

- nursing scholarships and pulmonary academic awards.

The Department of Defense has used OE -directories of accredited

institutions, rather than lists of state-approved schools,:to determine

the eligibility of personnel early release programs.. Programs accred--

ited by the National League for Nursing heave been used by the Army Nurse

Corps for train urpce.es.

Normal only accredited schools car participate in student -ex-
01.

change programs adtninistered by the State Department Bureau of Cultural and

Educaeional Affairs; however, the hurt..e..fes occasional exceptions for

unusual schools. in reaching this decision,:tiureau staff may consult

and private organizations like the Institute of International Education

and the American Association of Collegiate Registrars and Admissions

Officers.

p

The Immigration And Natural izat ion Aet.of 1952 required the Commis-

sioner of Education to advise the Attornev General about "schools, colleges,

te"\4nd othe lnce.1.1_ of stuly" which a foreigner wishes to attend. The

immigration and Naturalization ,;ervice asks. OE whether a school, wili(h

petitions lor approval to recei'v'e foreign students, is "an established

Institution of learning. "Established" Is not identical to "accredited ";

4tpublic institutions and all school listed in OE posiseconjare directories

are accepted..
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Within the office of Education itself, accreditation has been

of special importance ,; a basis of eligibility fir student aid pro rams:

accreditation has also been an asset in programs of institutional aid.

Let us examine its use in both types of programs.

U.S. Office of Education

Institutional Support

The Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 offered grants and

loans for the construction of undergraduate and graduate academic

facilities and interest subsidies t. reduce borrowing'costs(Table 1).

Schools applied for furids through state commissions which filed plans

conforming to OE guidelines for detetmining edlcational priorities.

Eligibility was confined to nonprof it and public institutions of higher

education which were accredited, preaccredited, or had credits accepted

by three accredited institutions.

.The !rational Defense,Education Act of 1958 rendered an unaccredited
Nik

institution eligible for funding if its "credits are accepted, on transfer,

by not less than three institutions which are so *accredited, for cfedit

onethe same basis as if transferred from an institution so accredited."

According to one source, this alternative was designed to benefit students

at orthodox Jewish and Christian schools, as well as small, long-established

liberal arts colleges. Regulations issued in 1970 required schools to

establish that three accredited institutions had in fact accepted 'thcir

transfer credits.
1

In 1966, the NationalCommissfon on Accrediting sought

to eliminate the three letter route, but was dissuaded after conversations

on the Hill and at the Office of Education. The 1972-73 aiglier_Isintatiox

DirectOry listed 113 schools on the basis of this alternative to accredita-.

tion.
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Table

Undergraduate &wilities Grants at

Unaccredited colleges, 1.972

Undergraduate College Facilities Grann., .0

Public Junior
Colleges and Tech- Other

nical Institutes Institutions Total

\,..2bligations (millions)) 1965-72 $ 485 $ 1,265 $ 1,750.

1972 . 11 33 44 .

Unaccredited colleges 4.2 3.5; 7.5
;a

Number of grants, 1972 75 175 2S)

Unaccredited colleges 25 15 40
c

Percent at unaccredited colleges, 1972

Obligations 38 10 17

Grants 33 9' 16

Source: Annual Report for F11972, Division of Academic Facilities,

.Department of health, Education.; and Welfare, 1973.

f

The963 Act opened eligibility to two year vocational programs in

unaccredited 'institutions either by action of "an advisory committee...which

shall
4
prescribe...standards...whicNmust be met" or by the commissioner's

determination "that there is satisfactory assurance...lof accreditation)

upon completion of the project for which...assistance is requested...."

This language presented OF with two alterndtIves: to 'secure gtatement., of

"reasonable assurance" from recognized accreditiv,g aancies or to make in;

own determinations. As & ofticils felt that the latter course would get

them too close to direct azereditation, the' National Commission on Accredit-
.

ing was asked to call a meeting to enlist the rerinnals cooperation.

At the meeting, OE staff stressed that the eommissioner had no alter-

I.



native, if the reg onals did not orovide statemements ot "roasona!Av

as4uran. !49 E t< ;1.1ttot- t.!It< .it <ttI Eta t is`rt't't !

the regionals were moderatel responsive. !-;0r0 already had .4ir,ilar

desigtw:ions such As "recognized candidate," but pratices.And'standirds

varied. Those which had to develop new policies and procedures were slow

to respond and some, like the New England Association, were resistant.

t"tlimatelv, all complied. OF has required from the regionals no exposition

or defense of their letters of satisfactory assurance. OE and the regionals:

maintained that these determinations were based solely on regionals'

t,tandards. Of some 342 institutions holding preaccredttation status in 1972,

three-fifths were two-rear public colleges or technical institutes.

Student Assistance Programs

NDSI., Work-Study, Eck;

In 1973, 11-: ffice of Education administered three instilutionally-

based student assil;tance programs: ,National Direct Student Loans (NDSL)

provided loans to need7: students at subsidized interest rates;:College

work -Study paid 80 percent of the wages of needy students in Sobs on or off

campus; and Educational opportunity Grants (FOG) provided grants to low

income. students. In all cases, "need" was defined in relation to the cost

of attending a particular college: students at expensive colleges "needed"

more. Funds allocated to states for all three programs were apportioned

to eligible schools by regional panels of student-aid officials, according

t, ,,tatutery formula. once apportioned, funds were allotted by college

student-aid officers guided hr national priorities.

The eligibility of higher educational institutions for these programs

was based upon accreditation, satisfactory assurance, or the "three letter"

.4.vice. By statute, students at unaccredited, non-degree, area vocational .

schools were also eligible for Work-Study.



Since 1968, students at accredited proprietary postsecondary

schools have qualified for both Work-Study and NOSL; tinder the 1972

Education Amihdments, they will also qualify for EOGs. The "satisfactory

assurance" and "three letter" alternatives have not been available to

proprietary schools.

0.
Singe 1968, ALES has processed all eligibility applications for

student. assistance programs. AIES notifies the Division of Student

Assistance (DSA) about eligibilityproblems if eligibility is terminated

after awards have gone out, the school will get one "fre year" from the

division.

in recent years, DSA staff have conducted a war of attrition

against six or seven "problem schools," withholding awards and refusing to

release funds until abuses have been corrected. Sometimes allotments

have been reduced. La fiscal 1973, awards to 34'schools were delayed or

reduced.

Some 11-14 percent of the more than 2,100-institutions participating

in institution-based student assistance programs in 1971 or 1972 were un-

accredited, but their students received only 4-6 percent'Of available funds

(Table 2).

Guaranteed Student Loans

Under the amended Higher Education Act of 1965, the Office of

Education has administered the Guaranteed Student Loan Program (GSLP)

designed to increase the educational loan funds available from banks and

other lenders. Either directly or through a state agency, in ihost.caees

the federal government insures the lender against default.

The GSLP definition of "eligible institution" is broader than that

of any other OE program. It includes not only institutions of hikher
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Table .2

Part ic ipt Unaccredited lnst it* ions in

Three Student Aid Piograms. 1971 pr 1972

a

- Office 04:Education Program..

Loans Gtants,..

NDSL1
! J

InstitutiOns-vrtisipetin*

Number unaccredited

At unaccredited institutions

Studnt'benefictaries (thousands)

At unaccredited institutions

.Percent. of

Unaccrediteciinstitutions
Expenditures at unaccredited

institutions
Student bor,?ficiarieo at

unaccredited institutions

0

kirk Study2 4E00',

2;292

364

$ 155.

r 2

6$'286"

650 511

19 29,

/ 163'

S

241

S 166

6

I0

14 A 11

6

6

4

4

* institutions listed -in the CE Echi.s.,.a121res12121 L_11Iet
Education or Directory of Postsecondary Schools with ticctpa't. oral
Programs, 1971.

Source:

1. National Direct- #tudent Loans [Congressional Report No. 73-1.1
.

August 29, 1972.1

2. Work-Study iCorliressionl Report Na.. 72-1,1 July 23, 1971.

3. Educatio'nal Dportunity Grants iCangresl.ional Report No..1-711, May
1971.

t

S
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education eligiblP through procedures outlined above but vocational and

"comparable" foreign schools. S,rocational schools are defined as "legally

authorized" business, trade or echnical institutions which "admit as

regular students only (those].. who have completed or left elementary or

secondary school and who have the ability to benefit from training offered...

designed to fit individuals for 4sefui employment in recognized occupations";

schools should be accredited, in existence for two years, or specially

accredited by the commissioner.

For unaccredited vocational schools ineligible because "there is

no nationally recognized [accrediting) or state agency...qualified to

accredit schools of a particular category," the law authorized the commis-

stoner to appoint a qualified advisory committee to "prescribe the standards

of content, scope, and quality which must be met by those schools in order

for the loans to students attending them to be insurable..."

In 1965,..Tew agencies accredited vocational schools. Consequently,

OE rendered these schools eligible by advisory committee action. A 1966

ad hoc committee recommended that the 500 public and nonprofit. schools

eligible for the Vocational Education Act of 1963 as postsecondary area

vocational schools should also quality for the National Vocational Student

Loan Insurance Act of 1965. In 1969, the commissioner recognized the

accrediting procedures of the Committee on Occupational Education of the

Southern Association. Thereafter, public and nonprofit vocational schools

in the eleven southern statesmere given five years to gain status with the

association. By 1972, 123 had attained accreditation.

Following the February 1967 recommendation of a Vocational

Education Advisory Committee, unaccredited proprietary schools in eighteen

states were ruled eligible for student loans for an interim period upon

the approval of their state regulatory procedures and their submission of

a Civil Rights form and a statement that the school meticertain financial
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standards and maintained a pro-rata refund policy 47.pre,:7ribed hv

.Veterans Administration:. To he approved, te state agen,v had to obtain an

annual r+ on tees, objeCtives4.enrollme3t, uor-i.leti( l, rat. , en! r4ace-

tent, and to conducr site visits. After YATTS rernerized in August

1967,. some 500 proprietary. schools 1..hich had become elieiblv st.4te

agency route were advised by letter to obtain accreditation by September

1972 if they wished to rifait eligibility.x. Ninety lost their e 'igibility in

September 1972, because they had not received accreditation.

t!ciarcredited cosmetology and barbering schools were renUered

eligible if licensed by state boards approved by advisory committee action;

by August 1968, 29 boards were ..,) appr4wd. A -,atist4ttory

finml;A:11 statemvat <ittd refund priliv were also req,:ire'l. When Eilf'

.0smetology Accrediting i,ommission was reogbi7ed to February 147f), all

;rhnols app roved ender the fort7gc,1ng przledre given

197:, Lecome accredited.

The law gave the cc=missinner authority to "ipeCialle accredit" or

wai...e normal require:rents for two types of vocational schools.

In August 1 !-.rancr.e acz'rei:;Eed nonptnfit hcborls were eranted

..;-11r of the 'requirement that they in existence for- two

;!:e Law in 'e:dsbinikton, receivkd a similar

In lan.hr I eiore ea ecrrepondeet status

wit! Nt--tt% e.. ,-Ltrd;

,1 I

sre.1.11

e7 4

4%credittA; VOCAAll=7

l'entt.z

il.$ricms New

7;4' ; 7 471At : t ; rv".-4 TIT t-F. t:7 t f

o,
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4111 in L acrurrer or state otficials, because the

4 :34t1011.11:v fe-r 4i:crediting agency. One

mont LAteF, recoenized'1,-.- the commis!3ioner.

1

el w.t.!Ilitv c:,tended two contingent up 4A1 its gaining WATTS

In 1968, the center's

W.11 terrain ted.
a

5:11y l970,. when tie 1,choo1 did not do so, its eligibility

11-ssure trx% Wyoming officials led to a special waiver for the

proprietary C-Linnon Aemnautical Center in April 1q69. Established in 1966,

;:aon.r. Jtt.tineA FAA certification as a power plant and air frame school.

-.craters e: the A:F.-7, I;taff, accomptnied b: PAA subiect specialists, -r-

fomed a site evaluation and reviewed facilities equipment, curriculum,

instruction, faculty, management, and fiscal stability, because at the time

rw-accrediting agency had been recognized for such schools (NATTS was re-.

lb

cry4.11*zed tor the purpose in 1170). Notice of approval was sent to the

school, the Covernor of S'voming, and the state superintendent of .schools.

Cannizn't eligibility was terminated in November 1972 for failure to become

ac.Lredited by NATTS.

The 10.iver.iide School of Aeronautics in Utica, New York, another pro-4

pi-let...try school, obtained the same waiver after inspection by an AIES team

in the sprirg of 1969. Riverside was accredited by NATTS in 1972.

Research and Development Programs

In 1971, the Office of Education awarded research and development

(14,6,) fun&, to relatively more unaccredited schools than the six other

agencies we have examined (Table 3), presumably because nE awards were dis-

tributed to the largest number of insititutions. Accreditation has

rarely been required in R 'I) programs. For-profit organizations such as

the Bell Laboratories or Arthur D. Little Inc., nonprofit research
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institutes like hattelle or Stanford Research Institute, as well as

colleg 5 and universities. ate Neleeted for their capability on the' basis

of competitiy, or sole-source proposals,

The National insitutes of Health (NIH) adninistered the largest

R S D program at higher educational institutions, with project awards of

$5,87 million and an additional $209 milliat in general support funds.

Though accreditation was not required for most research awards, according

to one, source' ft might-sen.c to favor one of two otherrise comparable

proposals. Pepartment ;Iefense officials stated that they were not con-

cerned with accreditation, but only with the investigator's qualifications,

officials or The Narjonal :keronauticf: and Space Administration did not consider

the accredited stator of an institution or consult with OE about it. Likewise,

Atomic Energy !.7ommiion staff did not normally cheri, the accreditation of

institutions we iaculty were awarded grants.

None of the stAtur4 under. which the Department of Agriculture

awards funds to ^land grant college, reqUires accreditation as a cOndition of

eligibility. Nonetheless, All of the colleges were regipnally accredited

141'1971, wfth the single rxe:reption O. Federal City College.

Undet Treasury regulation7 designed to ensure that R 6 D funds are

used for their intendcd purposes ti and protested, shoulti a college or research

inst itute cic$se, each agency i responsile for

ta) making Nuen revieuli of the financial practices of recipient

organizations...as are necessary to Ensure that the provisions of

this Part 205 are being complied with, and (t0 instituting such

remedial measures as may he necerisary in the event that.a
recipient organization Atmonstrate-, unwillingne or iTuthili

wit!ic provit:410n.

74c Tvo'oc,ar rt-41v!J-.. 't.C!,e!3 A OA:7J1:1' fano:kJ tO COMS';':

withthe term:, 44114! ot zt,,v m.vv,

reJSOndQr Ev rNe -Anteft, end the KT. nr.
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\

The National Science_FoundatiOn requires that grants he deposited

in separate bank accounts maintained by the grantee*, net comming,led vith

other funds. "Grantee institutions should have arranged for such bonding

and liability insurance as may be appropriate to assist in safeguarding

Federal funds."3 If NSF staff believe that funds have been improperly

used, they may switch frOm advance payments to reimbursement of alloyed

costs. Unlike NSF, HE14 does not require physical separation of funds n-

less a letter of credit system is used. Bonding and insurance are re-

quired for construction or facility improvement grants.

Manpower Eligibility Systems

Historically, educational funding has gone throUgh the, state were

accreditation has not teen the only path to the federal trough for post-

secondary institutions. The Vocational Rehabilitation Act of 1420, adminis-

tered through the states, made no mention of accreditation. This program

one of the largest federal training efforts, has concentrated on the

rehabilitation of physically and mentally handicapped persons.

Services have been purchased from schools by local rehabilitation agencies,

on a case.by case basis. in fiscal 1972, federal and state expenditures

for rehabilitation services, including diagnosis, counseling, training,

and placement, reached almost $700 million (the federal share was 80 percent).

Roughly 30 percent of the total went for counseling and placement; another

IS percent ($101 million) was spent to train 238,000 students at postsecondary

institutions.

The Texas Rehabilitation Services Manual requires that a school be

certified by an appropriate agency: public vocational or trade schools

should he part of "duly constituted" systems; training dIvisiomi at rchabi-

litation centers should be "duly constituted"; proprietary schools must



he approved by the Txas Eduv3t on Agen,v. 00441 mAy also be.

Usj for fl.$121 RITM ,At C'e.T 'Lon or. e. 7y-11.10f-s. DIttrt:e,

fi!.),,cal 1972, thu Tyxas kuhabi:itation commtb:-.ion .p.ss,n!.,ered 4o mu 14.0;0

clients In 1,184 se hoois: .percent artemied 1P5 colleges and

univerities. I.I. percent attended H5 vroprietary schooI, anti percent

attended 693 second4ry and poNtsecondary vocat onai
4

StJtk, rehabilititio=3: 4genclet); do not vert if y, formally. evaluate,

or usually maintain lists of educational instttutions used in rehabilitation

training, but select from existing lists of state licensed or appme4

schools. Students may attend private schools when training is unavailable

.in state facilities andlor the costs do not exceci those of state schools.

EXcept for site visits to determine Lerollanie w,th fair practice and non-

discrimination provisions of tilt_ Civil Rights Act, schools are not

regularly reviewed or inspected. Agency staff avoid institution:: which.

in that experience, have failPd to provide adequate service.

As individual counseling and training is provided, rehabilitation

students are *Melded from the k.ommissioned salesmen who may beset other

students. If a student withdraws, the agency pays only for the portion of

training received.

Two OE programs funded through the stater; wi-Ach make little use

of accreditation were authorized by the. Manp wer ovelopment and Training

Act of .136: and thv-Vc.cational 'Ducat ion Act of 1963. Under the latter

.62 mi!lion, including .1r13.! million in federal funds, was

'14y on thtv ethwation F 1.3 million pm,tReundary students at

predominantly publi institutions.

lh*. uE rALvi404 1:4vv. .snit Educatt.)n 1c4S pUbll:AluJ

an annual Directory tat Area Vocational Sch listing all public srhool,

meeting statutery delinit I3 :;t1A, a ecilool h:ds not been removvd.

L



Directory schools include junior and-community colleges or universities

which provided vocational instruction "in not less than five

different occupational field:... leading to...employment but not leading

to the baccalaureate degree." Of 1,800 schools in the 1972 directory,

roughly 900 were cl6racterized as offering "postsecondary" programs and

the balance, "secondary" or "adult," with some schools offering all three.

En 1972, some 850 directory schools were also eligible for guaranteed

student loans; roughly half were accredited.

The Vocational Rehabilitation Act authorized contracts with private

for-profit schools, unless prohibited by state law, but OE regulatlons

for the Vocational Education Act of 1963 required affirmative state

authority for such contracts. As a result; state education boards con-

tracted with private schools under the vocational rehabilitation, but not

vocational education, program, taking the position that, without affirmative

authority, the latter contracting was prohibited. In 1968, the law WAR

amended to authorize private contracting and more clearly to define appropriat

I

private vocational training tnstitutions. Despite the new permissive language

only a half million dollars had been disbursed by 1973 under contracts with

private vocational schools. Asof 1972, New Jersey and six others states

had no formal policies or criteria for contracting.5

A third federally-funded, state-administered program was authorized

by the manpower Development and Training Act 'of 1962. At the time, high

unemployment and fears of automation-induced joblessness made the retraining

of skilled workers seem necessary. After 1965, program priorities shifted

to meet the needs of unskilled, unemployed, and inexperienced worktr,;. BY

1971, 60 percent of MgiA participants were "disadvantaged."



MDTA span ors ml-the-j4+ as well as institutional training. The

act is administered ,ointly .T tt;4. ,,tate level 1,t,. xiff-07e of FAIncatin

and the Departnvnt of Labor: Eighty percent of training funds are

apportioned to the states en the basis of their labor forq,,'unemplovment

levels, and job-related actors sttt as available emplorent. The state

vocational education agency proceses applications and monitors the

training which hopefully equips trainees to fill local ;oh vacancies. The

state employment service handles initial screvnirn!, tob placement, and

follow-ups, and provides stipends to trainees. Twenty percent of funding

goes,into "national projects" administered by the MITA office in OE.

The 19/2 federal expenditures for rtie MDTA institutional training

of 150,600 persons were $4% million: 54 percent vent for tr:rrnee stipends,

40 percent for training costs. and 6 percent for local progrAm administration.

An additional $58 million w' 'tea the state employment sere Ives for adminis-

tration, counseling, and training Tvices. Instruction designed to be

coepleted in less than a year included group training, multf-occupational

projects, work-stu on-the-lob training, and individual referrals to schools

Offering appropriate courses. Project,.; were conducted at pul,lic and private

schools and Manpowe; Tratninr killer Centers created to provide auxilia y

se!-vices and training lor disaduantaged.

The act rOgliirv!, I tv,e of privatt 40,1,0ols which provide equipment

or services unavailable 4 puhlic institutions and, at comparable costs,

"offer equitalent training. avoid the nece:isity ct Netting up special

class, or mure reduve nnemploymi.ut or manpower .;bortages." Some.

90 percent of studentN have ',yen triined at pul-lic in!4,Eitutions, h:It the

prOpertion varie,4 markedly in ,irlif-regit u*nnsylvanta

Npunt SI million In 19Vli itNe trairaee .2;0-011,-a at ovur 90 private



4o,

- 440 -

schools while more than 3,200 trainees received instruction at 49 public

And Mate -aided institutions, the largest number in skill centers.

Twenty-five area vocational schools and li public school districts trained

1,551 enrollees. While such training may have been "postSecondarv," the

sues were not classified by level; if accredited, they were probbly

accrefited by the Middle States Commission on Secondary Schools.

State criteria for selecting_MDTA schools varied. In

Pennsylvania, schools were first approved by the Department of Education,

after which" program administrators considered placement records, reputation,

and.previous success with students. Many unaccredited skill centers,

public area vocational schools, and private trade schciols have been

utilized. Almost half of the schools participating in thi Pennsylvania

program were accredited, but they trained only 16 percent of 1973 MDTA

trainees.

Performance was the key criterion for contracting and schools

were routinely asked to s4,11mit information regarding completion rates,

length of training, and placement. Accreditation was not stipulated by

law. Federal MDTA administrators have often found accredited programs

too rigid and unresponsive.

%,Other manpgwer programs administered byothe Department of Labor

have foCused on developing marketable skills for the disadvantaged through

on-the-job and_ institutional training contracts. The Job Corps, Con-
.

centrated Employment Program, and Work Incentive Program sought to improve

the employgbflity of low-incqpi persons by skill-training, work experience,
sp

and remedial education. Of total 1972 manpower prdgram costs of $716

million, an estimate $271 million went for institutional training for

360,000 trainees.

1
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Manpower .programs are decentralized and atithortiv is dispersed
.00

among several agent iv?,. A:credit.ltion has not lwn .# statutory preripli,1*.

for :abcontractin services. "TtoughiAte visits are occasionally made by

local officials when a new tacility Is conAtiered, contract approval

,usually granted without in-:;pection to schools already approved a n[ltv

.agenty. State regulations have determined allocations between pu,lic .end

private training centers, In New York, manpower trainees ray attend any

licensed or registered private school offering training ire skills deene4 in

short supply by area planners. Of. 217 private schools holding training con-

tracts in 1973; 1$3 were unaccredited.

Ideally, past success should be a condition at tuture contract.p.

Yet, the placement data of state agencies -indicate only if former trainees

are employed, not.if they have jobs for which tley were trained. The Brag-
.

mented administration of manpower programs by community actions 'groups, state

employpent Aervice.. and education agencieg, and federal apencieg frap-
.

mented knowledge of their effectiveness..

In contrast to the federal manpower and rehabilitation programs,

the Interior Department Bureau Indian Affairs contracts directly .with

private vocarionaa whict. Wye "su&etfully obtained emplovnent

for graduates in their respectivefields." Since 1956, 37,1400

ageed 1,8 to 35 have received voEationaI:trainipg oder thc IAlon Adolt

Vocational Training Az.t. In 1972, Ow hutenu approved" coor.F.c:-;

800 for-pr,,iit itsttd In it:. Cataleilo! Auroved Cotir,s. Ot LEA'

496 schools Asted in the 1970 .:-at4loe, 211 uere aLcredtted and 285 v,r

. not.
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Social Security Entitlement

In 1965, Social Security Amendments extended education' 'enerits to

full-time students 18-22 who were survivors of workers covered by Social

Security, dependents, or retired or disabled beneficiaries. Previously,

only children under' 18 had been eligible. Student beneficiar=ies are

"entitled" to support if they attend "approved schools." 1972 the

Social Security Trust Fund distributed $684 million to 583,C6 student

beneficiaries.

Payments'are made after an applibation has been filed with the

Social Security Administration and both the student and the school confirm

that he has been admitted and enrolled full-time at an "approved" institu-

tion.. The rules for approval are very liberal and include:

1. Schools "operated or directly supported by the United States,

or by any State or'local government...." All public schools and those

operated for dependents by the Department of Defense in foreign countries

are apProved. Private schools` directly supported by governmental agencies

also qualify. For example, the Missouri Associated Migrant Opportunities

Services, Inc., supported by the Community Action Program; the Chicago

Institute of Technical Training, which instructs welfare recipients under

agreemenl with the Cook County, Illinois Department of Public Aid; and

the Madera, California, Employment Training Center run by the U.S. Depart-
,

ment of Labor have been approved by Social Security.

2. Schools "approved by a State, or accredited by a state-recog-

nized...accrediting agency...." Stte "accreditation" or approval

includes lieensure, veterans' cou se approvi; the use of a school. by

,state vocational rehabilitation agencies, and approval under MDTA and

similar federal programs administered by state agencies. A state or
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local tax exemption or receipt of state financial aid, loans, or scholarships

may also qualify a sc400l. Thus, CM and I College of :Jackson, Mississippi

was approved because it received free text books from the state in 1966.

St. Elizakethis Hospital Certified Laboratory Assistant School

of Chicago and the Wilson Flight Training Center,ofiKansas City were

approved on the basis of MDTA contracts. Tile'People' Bible

College in Colorado Springs was eligible because of its exemption from

local property taxes; the School of Hope in Says Beraardino demonstrated

it a state tax exemption. A school in one state can also ibe

used or approved by a government agency in another state. Automation

Training, Inc. of Missouri became eligible on the basis of its approval

sa

by the Pennsylvania De;ioartment of Public Instruction. None of the eight

schoi.s mentioned in this paragraph was necredited.

3. Schools accredited by agencies recognized by the Commissioner
fts

of Education. The National Home Study Council is the stngle exception,

because home study students are specifically excluded from entitlement.

Accreditation of a subdivision of an institttion is considered tO extend

to the institotion as a whole. By this regulation, schools are approved

which have had only one program or department accredited by a specialized

agency.

4. Schools "whose credits are accepted, on transfer, by not

less than three institutions which have been accredited by a state recognized

or nationally recognized accrediting agency, on the same basis as if

transferred from an institution so accredited." The three-letter route

applies to laterallty transferred credits as well as high school credits

used for college entrance.
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For tho convvnience of regional staff, thZ! Claims nanuat -

.

lists 'eligible scoois includea in the tffzher TdlIcation Direc tory as well

as accredited business schools -anti apprwed.iorei,i!,n scioa:olg.

Security district officials also A.ollect list, tron? any 4nd a I 1 :state

agencies. When 4 school is not found in any these souroesi

a 4special determination" of vligibilitv is made -fity 1 al Soci,41ittcurity
.

officials. Prisons and Orrectional institutions offering 18 mate4.academk:

or vocalional instruction have qualified However, ketwevn-l466 and, 040'0

some 250 Pinstitutions"'were denied approval. Am6ng ihese'were William

At College'lor Women of Ft. .hoderaale,. a; the tomputer Environments
. . t

,,

,

Institute of Saugus, Massachuset,t.; len A,:re.5,:h00.1 of thristian Science
r 1; ._..

.

. .

Nursing of Princeton: Luia's Jazz Center Of. Neu York City.; the At4 urn

!

Apostolic Bible School of Auburn, e; the Po%t-Ciliduate Program of

Honeywell, Wellesley. Mansuchuseti!s; and pie radiology training,

program of the Ashtabul'a Ceneral.Hospital in Ashtabula, Ohio.

The SoCial secNrity Admis istfatton has not tabulated its

universe of institutions, but an esf mated 5,000 bvhpvis were participating

in 1973 It was estimiSt d in 1`?f>T3 that 2h percent of beneficiaries were

in high schools, 66 percent in colleges and universities,: and 8 i.ercent

in vocational schools. but the propprtion attending postsecondary

vocational scheot,, ma 'lave t)ecanse of t!%':, increased

cost of college.

Social Security corztincts no inkki71. vvaluation

S

..chools and relies mainlv on the efforts of otlie?public And private

agencies to .identify aptiropiiate schools. S'oeia Security staff Uhibit:

an intere4t in ntialitv A64

imperceptible.
-e

! hit r.ineec
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Both the',OE and VA systems at least strive to assess a school's

quality and integrity; the Social Security system does not. Yet, strangely

it is 'he OE and VA, not the Social Security, programs which have been

subject to repeated criticism and complaints of student exploitation and

school malpractice. Unscrupulous school operators must have exploited

the beneaciaries of Social Security as readily as those of the other

programs. Has this exploitation gone unnoted because the money SocAal

Eecurity-beneficiaries lose is more plainly their own and not bubject to

annual Congressional appropriation and accounting? That is a poor reason

for not helping them to spend, it more productively.

\Foreign Schools,

Several federal

enroll for study abroad

funding programs permit American students to

. In moot foreign countries, the system of

'voluntary" accreditation is largely unknown (Canada is the principal

exception). How then are foreign schools rendered eligible for domestic

programs? In 1973, some 600 foreign schools were eligible for OE

guaranteed loans,6 1,253 for Social Security student 1-,en4:,;-Iciariess7 And

807 had courses approved for veterans.8

Student Loans

Students can obtain federally insured loans ;iftInd forein

vocatlenal schools or institutions of higher learning. The comprehen

Health Manpower Training Act of 1971 also provided grants and loas1::

students attending foreign medicill schools if_ the student W34

for a U.S. school but there was no place for him. Accordingly, nL ta:!

have had to determine which foreign schools were eligible. In

an American graduate student attending an eligible foreign 4..1,:eri!-;



41.1)

may defer rQpamenr ,!0;erred to

- -,1w1 , f t 2:1 Lf anch
.

or ttA! Institut'? or !niernatina/ stis (11s).

In 19t5. staii compti a t 15q-2n0 .foreign schools

uhith !..vre, in their ,Tinion, comparable tc.,,accritted ::chools. Most

were recon;ted CI Fdtication or Ion o a national associa7

Of college and ;-?- listed in the Commonvealth t.7niverslties N'earbyok

or the International Handbook of Universiile

Sapplementary inquiries have been dealt with by JS$ on a caseby-

t1Cr 011 institution, college, or f'aculty has be en found

eligible, it malter list Rent AIES 171:51(es no further

inq.utre whtli a6 application comes in for a ii4.4A,d sobrull, The eligibility

'fl 're1rz schoOls it. not reviewei periodically. Though 600 foreim schools

ere eticible, oi ;one 30, 197 i Only 5,.tiOl loans had been- made dbkiing

; 11 to .,-,ri)c-2*-ro.,_ 21). fortAgn: .

al.f.0 helps to evii:uate- vtiCcItiOnAi schools. AIES forwards

7,ertinent information. includin g. a rorrt spec4fyiny. the occupation for

t1r 4ppli-4nt schooS
. eligible if it meets the

defirition of a vccatlal ac .!ne laiI authotized to provide- a

fndlviduals foi t;!7efl.il employment in recognized

.011 4 b.nle to e--,:rend him tire loan,

sik-,..vun or so ...0.:atio4f41 scools have .

.fetvr41, t!": J/. -iott7 tap' .=arseis in frvign.'

) )
is)ti

it fv-,kr,. 1-1-4",,r.r, It .1A-, t':
5 :5
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The approval of foreign schools for veterans benefits is under-
V

taken by central VA staff, who ,o not like to ad ;nit that their procedures.

are interpreted by outsiders as a form of institutional approval. A

foreign school submits an application and two copies of its catalog to
4

the nearest U.S. foreign service post and attests that it will keep enroll-

ment date,and report on the status of veteran students. Applications are

forwarded to VA headquarters-for ."approval" or "disapproval." Though eon-

sulates are supposed to forward only meritorious applications, 'c:.his rule

is haphazardly obeyed. The VA staff consult much the same reference hand-

books as IIS and ineependently at a recommendation based on ex-

perience, inquiry, and the material sunplied by the Consulate: the catalog

may also be translated.

During fiscal 1972, 4,000 veterans and serv.icemeTy received benefit*
1Z.

..

for training at foreign institutions. As of October 1973, courses were

approved at 807 foreign colleges and universities, including Bible schools

and hospitals offering -residency programs fo-r doctors.

Social Security Beneficiaries

When the social security beneficiary program was extended in 190)5

to full-time students 18-22 years old, staff at the Overseas Program firanck

of the Social Security Administtation visited the Comparative rducation

b
branch of the Office of Education for assistance and waidance. Tbe.,!

not given the list of foreign Lcitooh= :,vat-ht, but nerelv the mare %

.)i,i3tr hm;rin! te r3of the reference wurks hy IT f,taff..
I

%

0
institution as applicaticau, !;(1eial 4C0t

elude all schools cited in tstew works in itA !ir:4 a.a,o7er
A

They next went' to the Amerivan ei411.11tet,:t

and Admissions Officers (AACV0) to fte thrpv-lettur a)tematlA.
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. .

accreditation. ,They had found only Canadian professional schools and a

few other isolated schools accredited by U.S. agencies. For administrative

convenience, they hoped it would be possible for three accredited 11.,.
S

institutions to state that they would accept credits from any foreign school.
4

AACRAD staff gave, them little comfort.. The acceptance of credit was

\
ften

determined not by, the registrar but by individual departments. A sch0 l's

credit- was not accepted carte blanche; an=individual judgment was made
31.

-about
,
each applicant's record. However; AACRAO aggreed to circulate a

seven-page, two-column list of foreign schools which had beneficiaries

applying' for entitlement determine which of their members would;accept

credit from which schools. After six months, fourteen schools were,

rendered eligible by thi' procedure.

In 1968,41 foreign secondary schools were "blanketed in" when

three accredited District of Columbia high schools said they would accept

t:roit from any foreign secondary_school.., German technical institutions

were also blanketed' in when three German branches of accredited American

universities attested to the acceptance of their credit.

The first Social Security list of foreign schools; in 1966, con-:

taincd 550 Avhoo14. By October 1971, there were 1,253.

stuopn* beneficiaries are sent a form which the foreign sch,40,9j

Zit.k5t. .complete, certifying their futr-time attendance -and the names and.

addr,-sses of students who have'transferred to three domestic schools.

t)c.i,,t1 Security vaff Oen determine if these studenti' credits were
.

indeed 4ept+ d. werkl. not. the student's claim i.fdisallowed arse{

fit0 an,t4er forvirn school or three. accreAted domestic sChools

will av,c%1 his credit.
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Notes

.

. 1. "(a) Au...unaceredited ijastitutiou post submit...(1)'the
names and addresses of not tewer thin three faccreditedi institutions.
which....not.more than 5 yearspriet,. to such submission has accepted
the transfer of credits. lams Corit'inues to accept such credits)'earned.

at such unaccredited institutions; and'(2) the names end dates of transfer

of these credit's, of. at jeasr,threesti;dents or graduates of the applicant
unaccredited'i.nstItutions-uho have subseqUently been enrolled-in each .o,f

such institutions. (b) The U.S. Commissioner will request corroboration,
trots each accredited. Commissioner mol. request that such
institution submit new,information.annually in support of its continued
qualification, and in every cape the submission of new information will be
required at least every three years" (FedetiLleLUELtE, AtsgUse.2. 1470).

2. Code of Federal Re ulations, Title 31. Money and Finance:
Treasurer, sec. 205.9. -

3. NSF Grant Administration
October 1973.

4. November 29,,1973 letter
Texas Rehabilitation Commission.-

5. Four Studie. on Vocalional Edbcaiiosiparsey, A roport
prepared for the New Jersey Advisory Council on Vocational Education by
Education System Resourees,'May-1.472, p. 5/.

6. Various colleges and faculties.of large European style univer-
sities were approved separately. For example, 31 Oxford 'colleges were
named in. the OE list of approved. loreign schools. Thv list has net been
released. to the public, perhaps to afford some protection against evident
,inadequacies and incessistencies.

7: These schools were primarily postsecondary but,inclUded about
100 secondary .schools which offered at least 20 hours of.training a week.
Oxford, c*mbridge, and the Uhiveisity of Coililoit were listed -only Once.

8. The.802 schools with courses approved for veterans included
separate colleges and faculties. At Oxford, for exanplei the Delegacy for
Extra-Mural Studies and the teited f)xford Hospitals wereltsted.

9. Occasionally, the liS advice is !estrieted to. or excluded. a
particular faculty, as in the caveat that the. eligibility of.the Natienal
University of La Plata, Argentina, doe'4 not include the SCbool of.-Journaliw-,
the National College, or the iractical School of Agriculture and'Animal
Husbandry.

l0.

p. 6.

Manual, National Science foundation,

from tht.:. Director of Facikiiies,

"What.Aboot Foreign Trainine" Veteran9 EducA0Ort,\-fpbe4ary
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K. Consumer Protection

Summary

Educatiorml "consumers" are often defined as the "public," who is
everyone. If they are defined as "students," the goals of "consumer pro-
tection" become clearer and more attainable: to help students make better
educational choices and receive honest educational value.

Common means by'which institutions deceive students include mislead-
ing claims about training and prospective Jobs, inadequate screening of
applicants, and unfair tuition refunds. No one agency is concerned solely
with protecting students from these and related The Veterans
Administration is concerned solely with veterans and the Federal Trade Com-
mission, with for-profit schools engaged in interstate bitsiness; The Office
of Education and accrediting agencies have been more concerned about school
administrators then students. It would be useful to estabitsh, a unit in a.

aspecial Consumer Protection Agency to serve student interests and coordinate
the related efforts of other agencies.

Ironically, organized student groups have, to date, done

defend student consumers of educational wares. The 1972 National

on Student Consumer Action, attended by college students from ten

prompted creation of a National Committee on Student Consumer Act

little to

Conference

states,

ion; how-

ever, the committee has not focused on student issues. California students.

hav lobbied to hold down tuition costs, graduate teaching aSsistantq,nave

organized to raise their stipends, and The National-Sfudent Lobby has com-

paigned for low tuition and high student aid appropriations. But these

groups have manifested little interest, in college malpractices. Proprietary

school students have been too unorganizea andAinsophisticated to engage in

concerted national action, though they have occasionally united to pursue

legislation against particular schools.

Government officials have been aware of deception in education and

some have acknowledged their contribution to the problem. One writes that

"Direct and indirect federal financial support...has played a major role,in

the.growth of the private vocational school industry...with only'the most
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minimal 'safeguards....Tilut4...eovernment ilself has...underwitten the

deVelopment otschool abt,scs andf has a r.ator responsibility to ensure

that the abuses-of the indu,.;try are niormed..'1

In 1972, AliALonvened a federal -interagency Committee on

Educational Consumer_ Protesition. in 'March 197.4 a national invitational
-t

conference on Con,so mer Prte4tion in rostsecondary EctJeation was held in
".

Denver to discuss model state legislation.for the authoPization of post-

secondary institutions And other measures. of student protection, California

Congrvsh men Al phoo.,.0 alla Jerry ;'4.-ttil. ln rod iced a bill, 041t.",P0,o.-

sficondary Fducation c.on,4umer. l'rotection Act:: Senator Charles Percy has

introduced a sim4lAr bi-it? In the sen*te. Independent series of articles'

about proprietary schoot. iklAlpractice!, in the gost d C.10 he And the 14,.2121DAL2a

Post have highlighted the Cailure of a,.;-reditation, tell as of state and

federal:regu'ation, t* protect stssdent:.,. Indeed, they have demonstrated the

not infrequent use cat the label os 4accreditatiun' as a means to cheat

students aud,enttp thelm into- debt for tuition Taiii by federally insured

loans. House 00d Senate .:e,nmittees, have held hearing:i, seeking better

mexasrs of :itilent protP tio,n and v 1-tstsstionaI el giblIity.2

9

State 25 areas ol cvnumer ef.,rvern uvre IiKte0 in one pgper (lahle 1) .

" ftenver conference toptcs inrIlded redresN, doe ontractual Ase latton-

ships between con,ise.vr and instituti,n, advertIsine and tecruttment, tintincial

aid, and the rssp07,Ahiliti anJ trat:71 elatimishivi of reanizati.n, and

agen,11,-!.5 ;st ,.ctsen. lh- bv1I-i'ettiN, 4011 -Aou;ht prytv,tfcn

for ostudents, c,'..ro:;W.71'.- IfitL.:111t411.0:1, 4g410n1 .4iub!it71.Ird orinsi.iditt
-.....

..

e

... ,. .-

practia,fb, 'and '16,,.",;A,';1,ie r!-?Tvn::litiVn for losses of te.teral ..ali:afitatte...

. ./

He ;,icievi 'a ,,stuck-nt

'fr

r,-!. .2.;44 :' ,:tes le,A f.ivor-li'd rtivergit!,.% th, le,

becas.v.e of the insorvynLv of t.:

li)an JorKV,Ieflum

if
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Table 1

Inventory of Educational Consumer Concerns

o

1. Degree mills.

2. Discriminatory refund policies.

.3114 Misrepresentation in selling, 'advertising, promotional materials, etc.

4, Abuse of Federal programs of student assistance.

5. Lack of available jobs upon graduation.

'6. Non-dellvery of' item or service contracted for.

): L'aek of provision for due process, appeal concerning injustices, etc.

8. Arbitrariness, in administrative policies and procedures.

9. Severe and unwarranted regulation of stude.c conduct, living

ments, moral behavior, etc.

i

10. twos tion of non-educational requirements, such as certain religious

ptact ces and customs, updb students who do not wish to fulfill them

. 11. Unrealistic academic pquirements and practices, such as inaccurate

grading systems, residence requirements, etc.

12. Imposition of unwarranted and sometimes unspecified fees and other

charges.

13. Changing requirements durifig th'e life of the student's "contract"

with the institution (e.g. changing degree requirements mid-stream).

14. _Raising tuition abruptly and without adequate notice.

15. Excessively punitive charges for infractions such as loss.of library

books, lab equipment breakage, etc. A

16: Holding up transcripts, diplomas,.etc., for unwarranted reasomi.

17. Lateness in.obtaining qualified imetructors, textbooks, equipment,

classrooms, etc.

18. A host of minor frauds, such as: .poor food in dining,halN, inadequate

academic or personal couhseling service, inadequate student health

servicei listing of non-existent faculty and courses in college

eratslogs4 diveysion, of institutional. resources to inter-collegiate,

athletics and,otheti,luxuries, ineffecttve management of endowment

and other, assets, forcing faculty.. to subsidize education through

low salaries, etc.
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forwarded letters to the FTC or lIES. it was e4timated that FTC headquarters

receiVed 50 to b() educational oomplaints a-month. These we're sent.

on.to the y.A. ALES, or to FTC regional offices. which recei4e."additinnai
o

complaints directly, and may prompt investigation and replatOry action.,

In fifty years the FTC has issued,approximately 500 orders against for-
.,

profit schools, 80 within the past ten years._

The Neighborhood Consumer Information Center of the District 01 colum-

bia, a nonprofit group funded by the Office of Economic Opportunity;

reccived 35 complaints againsr.propriptary schools in a six month period.

e

ending October 1973. It referred them to the FTC which took "an awful

in time" to act,"and to the Department or .}ea -ale. whic seldom resolved

them, because of jurisdictional. pnabfems.. A staff lemher rioted;

does a student tet a refund of money inveAted in a worthless.e4ucation."

NC1C pecked to see,if a school was licensed,lhut 'did not contact accred-.

rarelv...

iting associations because "these

the activities of the school. "3
. -

associations have no power to control

Asked how may complaints his Office received, a V.A. approvall

officer. for the District of Cclumbia replied that it was impossible to

say'because "We don't keep our records that lay. Besides,'I'm not shre

that kind of information should be made public."4 A recent study noted

4,

that the V.A. "doesonot record and ebmpile information on veterans' comm...
.

.

plaints in a systematic way. 5, The Getter Business record dnuMerous com-

plaints but took, little action.

.f.
4

The V.5. Postal Service investigatZ-s complaints of mail ;rand

involving educational institutions and services. Of 152 cases in fiscal

1972, 68 involved correspond. ce schools and 14, diploma mils;-:. As a

resIt of

ccuted by

these inve4tigationH, 23 indtvidua)s or corporation ": were pres-

the Justice Department and 8 were convicted.
o ,
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only ,fray complafnts that may affect the continued accreditation of an in- -

stitution or progrm. The Puffer report kreviewed this policy and recommended
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-the cetirtli this-they-have done-in-increasing nuoNer. to Hefferlin guth'a

policy
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Tecause of the lobbying of organized private school froups. This over-

looks the fact much lohlwing unaerraken by the very same-interests

wits' whose Washington ()Vices OE coopera4s., In turn, many state govern-

ment officials regard AIES staff as allies or captives of accrediting

agencies, OE has welcomed the marked strides in the regulation of private

schools by Texas, Ohio, Colorado, and other states, but appears o be torn

between relying on accrediting,agencies% and cooperating more filly with at
.

least the progresstVe states, which might arouse the enmity of. the accredit-
.'

ing agencies. In.Texas, AIES
A
staff have been caught in a cross-fire be-

tween. state officials and HEW regional staff, on ttie one side, and accredit-

.ing agency staff on the other. The distrust between many state officials

and accrediting agencies has led each to withhold information from the.

other (and fidt AXES) for fear.that it will be used against them.

Common Deceptions

Unscrupulous people are adaptable. Cloie one legal loophole and

they will find another. Indeed, only a man who is stupid as well as un- .

scrupulous will resort solely to one loophole: tt mouse of normal intelligence

has several paths,to the kitchen and rata de said to be smarter and bolder.

.

HoweVer, four kinds of educational malpractice have been particularly common:

I. Misleading Advertisinj

This maybe illustrated by an ad in the January 4,1973 Newark St

Ledger by Essex .County College. A public junior college which reported

some 7,550 students in 1971 and 5,300 in 1973, rase*. was accredited-for

certain nursing and allied health programs by the National League for

Nursing and the American Medical Association, 4pkcr3yely, and,'InTec-

ember (1971, became a candidate for accreditation by Miridle States:
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NOW ... YOU i:AN A

INSINviloK

411

* rri'MAIdOW; 0! ttkilitY 6ii TARNiN

* We rrepar#,`iou t it StAle Licone.!

1711ER4t. CRANT rays Almost Alt tilur

* No Need z' quit Present lob!

* Evening classe-O colle);e ereditsl

* Fret' Placewestt!

* Advanced Courses tqx Cortitied Jns4rxwter;-!

.What is tiNi
.

e job market 'for ins otrucIrs.vest;;the .vest;; staTtv,h

salary? The likelihood advancement? Are there ot.her requirements,

for l icenstire? A federal_ ;,r.Int for evervone--or loans t hat thust be

Can a student takin this ourse earn transfer ..redit,toward

a college degree? Whet is the Essex placement' record :' ts its plavement

service free to the taxpayer?' ls it nor pafd for, in.part, by student

. tuition?

2. fRecruitMent

The Famous Writers case .(see appendix) sets' out many ofthe

leading soliciting practices of proprietary schools. Common offenfies in-
81,

elude high pressure sales pitches by commissioned salelipen who misrep

resent the availability of Sobs for graduates, starting salaries, tram;-

., t .

ferability of credits and the value and quality of tralninp. t:oupled

with misleading advertiseLents and bogus "aptitude" or "talent te;-,its,"

these marketing methods have stigmatized many for-profit seino,

32cause of. the recent financial crunch and the resulting "st-

for warm bodies" to filIrschools,7 the hard-sell recruitment practitev.

inflated claims, and lowered standards of certain pioprietary to pool are

becoming more familiar among grigher educational instituti ins. A drat, 5;1

entollment can spell the difference ht. prot,ly,

iE

:,1
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nonprofit as well at; a tor-profi institution. "our a tioN:_lion.4 of f if e
1/4

must becOme bales :tfp nd m;10.ei Ow 2 the flaw

the A'ame for the next few years.!' A,Terica t.-1.ce president
A

John,Nc.Kittley.stdotes.8

Trackitionally, cts,I,Iege admission!, of t i..tors ,...onsdered it norms1

and ethical' to pay fixed salaries. avoid invidious comparisOn-silith other

schools, and offer no fees' for referrals t high- school personnel or .-

(com*rctal placer:401A, services. Now. luny 4.ol,teges have broken these rules

and new rules to restrain competitive recruiteent have 'yet to he .foruulate0-.
a

The efforts, .dUring the winter or 1973-74 to lure students from fuel-04k
. . ,.

. -
New England colleges to Florida wilt not roan bj. forgotten. t

x.

3. Comelgli2n_and lob Placr Tent

_
. . .

Publit an5J40nprofit insiitutio0 of 1?Ocational tta ning
F

4ould liKv proprietary schools, belpAtudents to-qualify for hvallable
V 0

iobs. Complaint,' fro .comPutei-dnd health'program graduates/hate centered
tf

,

*.pn problems of 'finding work and the schools' lack of placement,' assittance.

In the computer tield, vocational. stutiekitti are oftem led tobelleve that i
1/4

they care qt.aallfy for positions. whichtrequire a college degree. Ht?st

3r spif..:40 and pf,.AJt.4-ans wit t hite.graduates only of programs accredited Ly

the AM, not rival .prografts accre...dited,by ;roprietaltysthool a es.
.

Moist agencies actrediting proprietary F.clIoolv., but few' accreditinit.

other schools obtain torsi idertt ttt3. ;data on itudent CcItxplet ton and place-

*.nt rates.

4. Ref andt;
ti

it tdtLbef.nal y, A ;1',1xxlM txT,,q4 y ,k upd

bv1.1.,me., a ipt!.11.'n fv;fit1;..
.

of those whit!, hvji- coul ft.etf"ti)i. 'Mt* tligt nil! titv.

114.

C.
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lionest.businessand tax statuS, Of proprietary schools. Since retund

policies are formulated by schools, they favor schools rather thin ,stodent.s.

More precisely, since all schools that survive must . sooner or later,
.

one way or another* balance their books, their refund policy may favor

stUdentsWho remain nrolled over those who drop out.

5..udents Are the Prime Concern of No Aiency

No national agency devotes itself .exclusively to protecting the

interests of sttidents against the aNses of educators. The V.A. approxi-

mates such an apncy, but it is concerned- .solely with veterans and is as

concerned to see that they obey government regulations as that schools do.

The FTC is concerned only with the uhfair practices of proprietary schools.,

engaged in interstate commerce. -OE has, to date, attempted to protect

students largely through the officies ot accrediting agencies, which have

limited power, resources, ad interest in policing their members.

Veterans Administration

An August 14, 1972 WaShilvon POSE advertisement for the Department

of Agriculture Graduate Cchnol stated, "We are approved by the Veterans

Administration." The V.A. does not approve schools; state agencies

approve courses.-, Students who do not know that are misled.

gar

State approving agencies are required to determine if the Federal

Trade Commission has ordered a school to cease and desist 4from any practice,

and to give that order "due weight"; but they need not and normally do not

inform veterans about such an order. Counsellors tell a veteran ontv if a

school is approved:
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A veteran won't be told if an "approved" course is recognized
by employers as offering the quality or quantity of training
needed to equip a prospective employee. He won't be told about
the job market in a particular field. Counselors refuse to discuss
advertising claims of various schools, and they will decline, to
say whether a school has been in trouble with the law. 9

Some approval agencies have taken special measures to protect

veterans. A May 1971 V.A. circular cautioned agencies to check that curricula

were adequate to accomplish their objectives, that qualified instructors

'were employed, that courses qualified graduates for employment, and that

a subst antial number of graduates were placed in jobs for which they were

trained. To comply, the Minnesota approving agency promulgated criteria

which included a requirement that accredited as well as unacredited schools

geive pro-rata tuit ion'refunds. Public aS well as private schoots had to

certify that, during the preceding two years, dt least 51 percent of the

graduates- of approved courses were employed in the occupation foss Which they

were trained.

The Texas Proprietary School Act of 1971, requires of each approved

school a uniform pro-rata refund policy, with refunds to be made within

30 days of termination,. an interruption policy for unsatisfactory attend-

ance, and the posting of a $25,000 bond, Some 85 percent of schools were

asked to change curricula,"course titles, equipment or staff before

6

approval was granted under the new law. Schools were also asked to adjust

the length and content of courses to reflect more accurately the time it

would take students to graduate. The $25,000 bond proved too high for

Wall schools; 1973 legislation permits a $5,000 bond for schools whose

tuition never exceeds this amount.

In moat states, veterans approving agencies serve to advise and

protect veterans better than nonveterans paying the same tuition to attend

the same schools and claises.
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Federal Trade Commission

FTC regulatory authority is limitecift.te for-profit schools engaged

in interstate business, which includes schools that advertise and attrai:t

students acerosa state lines. Though 10 percent of FTC resources may be

devoted to regulating Such schools* untirrecently the commission had

formulated no policy regarding.them lance its 1936 Home Study Guides,

which did not quite succeed in purifying that trade. -Litigation against'

individual schools has hadlittle effect on the industry as a whOle; cease

and desist orders against small schools were disproportionately expensive

and difficult to enforce. Law ittragainst large schools could be pro-

tracted, and a criminal contempt itation, for noncompliance was rare,

Change may be in the wind. In May 1972, the commission publishes'

its long-awaited and much debated revised Industry Guides for Private

Vocational and Home Study Schools. The, guides, .mostly drawn from pasU

FTC orders, did little more than codify accepted standards of conduct.

However, they did clarify the concerns of the commilion."

Greater selectivity in litigation and more emphasis on affirmative

disclosure appears to be emerging. in 1972', the FTC accOsed three

large computer training schools, Electronic Computer PrograMming Institute

of \New York, the Control Data Corporation of South Bloomington, Minnesota,

and Lear Siegler of Santa Moni,,a, of false advertising and deceptive selling

practices in misrepresenting the number of jobs available and the salaries

paid to graduates. Proposed cease and desist orders required disclosure of

job placement percentages, names of employers who graduates. and

starting salaries. Violators were subject to milers requiring tuition

refunds to students who were led to entoll by Mich misrepresentations. A

similar order against Career Academy one year later asked for affirmative

disclosure of the three-day cancellation clause,
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Sinee May, 1972, when a preliminary polity statement on the subject

was issued, the FTC has been investigating dropout rates, administrative

coat variables which affect refunds, and how industry might recover a fair

portion of its costs without charging for education not given. Staff feel

that a pro-rata rulAwould help to correct many 'abuses ---and would be

strenuously opposed by the industr y.

The issue was joined in August 1974, when public notice was given

of. the FTC proposal to issue a Trade Regulation Rule which would require

proprietary vocational and correepondence schools; a) to make no claims

about the jobs or salaries available to their graduates without detailed

sutstantiating evidence on the actual employment of'recent graduates;

(b) to disclose to each person signing an enrollment contract the school's

dropout and placement record and, ci thereupon, to give him a ten day

period within which he must postively reaffirm his enrollment; and d) to

provide pro-rata tuition refunds to air students who drop out before com-

pleting their course and to disclose that policy to all enrollees.11

The Office of Education

Refund problems often emerge when OE collection staff receive the

complaints of students who have defaulted on their loans. AIES receives

copies of these letters and often transmits them to accrediting agencies

)for investigation.

The initial refund. poliCy 'for the guaranteed loan program, adopted

in 1968, stated thilt '...the Office of Education shall follow the Veterans'

Administration precedent and accept a school's accredited status as qualifi-

cation without examination of refund .policy...."12 4tus, OE rejected a

common refund policy for students at accredited as well as unaccredited

schools, a position which, in effect, granted accredited schools the right

to keep some tuition that unaccredited schools had to repay.
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/I In time, OE became aware that lender schools were giving drop-

outs the lowest possible tuition refunds while demanding from

them the largest possible loan repaymehtu.

A 'S has asked, feebly. that recognized agencies adopt i refund

policy, if only the policy of allowing each school to set its own policy.

By April 1970, only the proprietary school agencies had adopted minimal

refunipoliciesi weighted in favor of the schools. The AIES Advisory.

ComMittee;thereupon recommended that the commissioner. urge "the regional

acrediting aspociatfens to investigate this matter...and establish.

criteria relating to refund polic.ites..." The regionals strenuously

objected, responding that the e:orcement of such a policy would be alien

to their nature. Three months i,er, the committee retreated, stating

that it "Will neither propose ut.z recommend a speciffke* policy or

formula...for nationally recognized accrediting agenctes..."

lean April 1972 cAlImmenfcation to Congressman John Brademas, ATES

reaffirmed this position, pointing to the-constraints of governmental

intervention in.the internal operations of voluntary associations and the

uncertainty 61 its regulatory authority. Its stance has been that the

quality of education is, or may be, affected by withholding such refunds,

discriminatory.practices and misrepresentation in advertising and recruiting.

and that recognized agencies should formulateed upheld ethical standards.

The position has. been so vacuous that the Devil himself could uphold it.

Accrediting, Agencies

.

Institutions, -schools, and departments, not students, are the

constituents of accrediting, agencies. The agencies publish only the names

of currently accredited schools, not those which seek but are denied



accreditation, nor, with a few exceptions such as the American Bar

Association and the National League for Nursing; the names of unaccredited.

schools. Schools placed on probation or threatened with a loss of accred-

itation are not normally publically distinguished from those which are

accredited in good standing.

Accrediting agencies are not policing bodice. Thfy makeani over-

all judgment about whether a school or program meets the Sulk of their

standards, and that is their major judgment. They do not monitor and ,en-

force obedience to all standards or the degree of compliance with any

single standard. They do not ddisclose the standards with which a school
4

does not comply. They do.not exist to represent students and defend their

interests. it is not their obligation to see that a school abides by any

limitations or conditions which the government may set for its continued

eligibility. Upon occasion, eligibility has been extended to unaccredited,

iii

schools and programs by improper or dub tia means. Yet the policing

prowess of accrediting agencies is so al t that; coupled with OE's,

slight capacity for independent enforcement, much mischief has occusred

before the situation was rectified. Thus, at Riverside University, \

students in an ineligible program were granted loans through an eligi le

accredited program. (OE is supposed to rely on institutional, not program,

accreditation but that was not the case here.) in Texas, some accredited

chools extended loans to students at unaccredited schools. At least two

regionally accredited colleges have been involved in similar transactions.

In 1969, a now defunct company developed a home study course in insurance

underwriting. Unwilling to wait the years necessary for accreditation by

the National Home Study Council, company officials contracted to serve as

an extension division of accredited Tahoe College, California (since closed).

Extension students thus received guaranteed loans and or a fee) college
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credits. When this arrangement fell through, a similar; agreement was con-

cluded with a tall midest college accredited by Not.th Central.

Realizing that such an arrangement offered eligibility without

independent accreditation, as well as college credit for correspondence

work, at least four corporate challis sought similar contracts with the.

college. initially, OE honored loan applications from the college's.

"Center for ContinuinglEducation". In DecemBer 1970, A1ES director

John Proffitt asked North Central it it was appropriate t extend institu-

tional accreditation to the rew program, if a nonprofit college' should

adopt the home study program of a for-profit company, and if regional
....

standards were applicable to a progr3 pling commissioned salesmen.

Subsequently, OE froze over $200,000 in oan applicatIons and suspended

eligibility for extension program students. Proffitt reqeested a North

Central investigation and when the first ttam found no problem, asked

for another. The second team's recommendations led subsequently to a

FRAME warning against:the inappropriate use of regional accreditation to

"authenticate courses or programs offered under contract" by unaccredited

organizations.13 .

11

ArCreditatiOn 1!.; a reliable indicator neither of Institutional intgrity

nor viability. Accrediting agencies are concerned about financial stability

but this can be difficult to diagnose and both accredited nonprofit and for-

profit institutions have collapsed. Jackson Commercial College of Jackson,
qa.

Mississippi was evaluated by ACM in August 1972-;-and declared bankruptcy

nine months later, following an 0E request for repayment of $21,000 in

tuition refunds. At the time of its closure, 95 percent of 190 students

held insured lean.; worth over $200,000.



Measures at student protection by either an accrediting or governmental

JD

agency can require a difficult balance between discipline and tolerance

of an offending school. A good example involved Cortee W. Peters Buriness

School of Washington, D.C., founded in 1934 by typing champion Cortez Peters

as eheffiation's first black-owned business school. Enrollment b44n.

. declieing after the 1968 riots. The school continued to flounder despite

an infusi, f over SI million in federal aid, three changes of location,

and an'eleventh-hour $175,000 contract from the Office of Minority Business

Enterpriseu for outside assistance.

In 1972, thirty Cortez Peters students sought help from the Model

Citizens Consumer Protection Center, which found that "half the classes

didn't meet, the dorms didn't exist, and three -- fourths of the students

wereson thk verge of being put on the ,Xreet." Under-theee conditions,

should the students sign for government loans that would enable Abe

school to struggle along? The People's Development Corporation argued

that "...the school wilA eventually go into bankruptcy and...students will

he misled and disappointed by the temporary continuation of a foiling,

second-rate school."
14

In March 1973, Cortez Peters' financial adviser Dongld Abelson sai'

that he would have put the institution into bankruptcy, but this would cost

its accreditation, and, thereby, students' eligihlity for federal aid..

He noted that the school had already lost its District of Columbia license.

.
During an accrediting visit in June 1973, a dozen students demanded that

the school's accreditation be resizinded and that-it.be forced to "close

down forever."
15

ACBS had put Peters on probation tn 1969 but relented after the

Small Business Administration promised support for the school. It sus-

pended accreditation in July 1970, and put the school back on probation
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6 months later.. When its April 1971 notice 01 the withlrawal of acrred-

itation was appialed, the Office nt Mlnortv tic sine-is niter-prises tesii-

fled for the school and ACBS granted a nine most lb extension of accredi.tation.
4.
,1/4

Throughout'this peri6d, OE funding continued because of,a due process

complaint lodged by the school against ACBS'prOcedures4 Le,Irotng from the

newspaper that ttue4chool had lost its lironse,, RIES stafY moved to terminate

eligibility. In June. 10973, the school's accreditation was revoked and.

Maw.,

then reversed on procedural grounds. In October, the school moved to the

Marjorie Webster campus. in DecembeV, alas, accreditation was lost again.

School officers mode "last minute efforts to stave off a closing by getting

student loans to last until the school zan apply for reaccreditat ion in

April." Abelson attributed disaccreditation to the school's past financial

problems, not its educational weakness. Student -homes Thomas said, "We're

sa black school and obviously somebody is trytn to do us in because of that."

The oppw,lie w.1N, of course, more truf2.. prflblem of ,..ducationli

standards and student protection is
I

not black and white. In [his and other

cases, veerediting and government officials have leaned hvet so far hack-

ward, il'AL of mercy, that no 11..iningful Kt.,ndard of eligibility

or of ,:mtltdent ororpr.ri remained. Justice si mid ue tempered

with mercy but mercy is not all there is to justice.

Conclusion

students have received billions in federal funds for education

and training, but tht govPrnment has door far leas that It should to help

them spend thesefunds effectively. in part, this seems due to limited

inf,,rmation and counselling services; in part, it seems deliberate, a4 if

helping students to choose schools intelligently would restrict their

freedoyf choice and tilt.

ranging sheep.

freedom of schools to corral them, like free-
.



Each government isgency deals at best with a part of th*e problem

and all of the parts do not cover the whole. Accrediting agencies are one

of the thinnest reeds for students to lean upon. It would be useful to

set up a central unit, perhaps in a Consumer Protection Agency .which may

emerge one day, and assign it primary responsibility to serve student
4

interests and

a unit in the

students have

pressive.

4

corrdinate the related efforts of other agencies. Why not

Office of Education? Because OX's efforts on behalf of'

like those of accrediting agencies, been decidedly upim-
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L. Accreditation and EliObilita

f

There are almost as mapv different -wstems of determin-
ing' eligibility for postsecondary programs as there.are programs.
Many systems,Ittly on obscure. Ad hoc judgments by state and federal
staff as, welj as upon the lists of aCcrediting Agencies. Fes.. pro -

grams have relied'as heavily upon accreditation as has OE in ad7
ministering gUaranteed loans to students.

: In 1911, the°'OIr system was attacked by the Newman
nittee, a-group with ,in attentive. audience in the HEW SeCTO
officc.,whichproposed Instead of relying on Accredit
OE;seiLindependent Amstitutional bligibility standards adnl

com-
ary s

is-
teredtby 'a national commission. Eligibility would be'hased).argely
upon.the.voliintary annual 4isclosure of an institution's carts*
faculty-student latic.:dropout rates, and other informationihelpine
studenm to make an infOrped choict4..

The advancageq'and disapantage, of rel./ing mainit on
accrediting agencies, :tate.agencieS, aug OE staff at summarized.
Those of relying on a nei4commission cannot be assessed without
knowing its Exposition and mode cf operation: they <7.ould be ad-
mirable Or disastrous.

Mk' 0147' o: ,cCre6itation a-. a condi:tot: rarticipaiion

_in federal 'osisecondar,. programs 1.!=. widespread and exclusive.

than cursory examtnatlIn p.x., .,n the act lvi.,

tie., of A15:.S ee,est, 41

In sane important pr-,:gra:-.4.. accreditation is ctmpletelv

.40..rve4rded, This. is true :f re'arch and development proerarns,

under 1i:hi,. over S2.5 1411fon were .if.l!g4ted in WI ht federal

agencies to liothe 577 univev.ittes, collepe;-;, affIllared research

centers, :t trti.e 44 programs American student!, .tn attend

foreign plSe.itutions. Thus. the federally insured student loan pro-

t.ic!) relies ;wavily on accreditkin 4omeF,tically. nessaril.!
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.disregards it for students attending.hundreds of foreign institu-

tions whose eligibility is determinee by 0F. staff. Accreditation is

Also disregarded in various Department of Labor manpower training

pragrams for which menu_ unaccredited vocational Schools\have qualified.

In a second set of programs affecting large numbers of stu-

dients, accreditaticn provides only 'one avLnue.of eligibility, the

other avenues often being the determination of state officials and

occasionally of fe4eral agency staff. Examples are to educational
e.

aid to veterans and to social$ security beneficiaries which, with in-

.

sured student loans, now constitute the three largest programs of, .

federal aid to postsecondary students. A, similar system operated

from September 1940 through the end of the 1,970 -71 academic year to

-determine the eligibility of college students for temporary dd4er-

ment from the draft.

thete.are the.programs. hich place primary re-

liance on accreditation or closely related alternativ6. According

to an analysis prepared by Richard Fulton, these are mainly "insti-

tutionally- based or oriented programs" administered by the Office of

Education, originating in the 1958 National Defense'Education Act,

)

and hinging eligibility upon accreditation or three letters certi-

fying the acceptance of credit by accredited institutions of. higher .:

1
Students attending proprietary schools were included in

these programs under the termAi of subSeetient legislation. But no

alternative routes of eligibility were extended to proprietary

schools whose eligibility thus hinged exclusively on accreditation.

This dependence was accentt.ated by fly policy requiring schools which,

in the absence of a cognizant accrediting agency, had been rendered



- -413 -

,
temporarily eligibfe by certain approved state bodies, to become

accredited or lose their eligibility. as.eognizant agencies were

1
. --

recognized by the Commissioner of Education. Thus, OE has not merely

utilized accreditation as one means of eligibility: it has actively

promoted it as the only means of eligibility for proprietary schools.

Programs under wiliCh' secondary institutions, staff, or, students have

received funds, uiyileges, or other benefits from federal agencies have been

so numerous, varied, and changeable that it is.fruitless to,examine them all.

Nonetheless, the following generalizations may be offered about the major

programsmajor in dollar Magnitude and the number of students and institutions

involved.

All federal programs. have a number of institutional eli-

gibility provisions enjoined by statute or regulation, of which

accreditation is at most one. Other common provisions include legal

authorization to operate;.public or nonprofit status; the offering of

specified kinds of instruction (e.g., "postsecondary," "collegiate,"

or "graduate"); compliance with the 1964 Civil Rights Act; and var-
.

bus financial, record-keeping, and reporting requirements.

Eligibility affords an opportunity, but'not necessarily

an assurance of institutional benefit. Insofar as the likelihood

of benefit is slight, so is the significance of eligibility. Thit,

most legally authorized organizations -- public, nonprofit, or for-
,

profit; postsecondary or secondary; educational, manufacturing, or

governmentalare eligible to receive research funds from most.fed-

eral agencies,- but, in fact., comparatively few receive large sums.

Since eligibility is so accessible, it is worth little and the con-

ditions of attaining it have (deservedly) received little atttion:



as

eligibility hits- simply been -tuned out as a policy issue or a factor

oft... concern to the consumers or dispensers of research funds. Of

course, other factors affecting research alloiations (such as he pur

the composition ef advis ryoses and levels of agency appropriations,\
panels, the vallie of different kinds of research and research inst

tutions, the effects of research on education and the economy, t e

-degree of geographic and - Institutional concentration, etc.) hav been

the subject of 'enduring controversy.

The programs in which institutional eligibility has be-- defused as an
2

issue appear to have another common characteristic: decis ons are fragmented

and dispersed (among many state officials or national program staff) and the

grounds of,detision'are thereby obscured, ad hoc, particularized, and changeabl:

They involve scattered judgMents about individual situations rather than, as in

accrediting, more centralized, durable, and public judgments. about general

standards and conditions. Dispersed, diverse, ad hoc decisions do not produce

as reliable and comparable information about educational institutions as Veit-

tralized decisions based upon publicly enunciated standards. Nor are they

meant to. State officials are supposed to approve cu'irses for individual

veterans, and research officials, projects for individual investigators, not

to vouch for the quality and probity of institutions as a whole. Claiming

less, such a system also damns less (or hides more), and is, thus, less

vulnerablt to criticism based upon readily available public knowledge. It

is even difficult to obtain complete and reliable lists of the institutions

beneifiting from these programs (except !for research programs, whe4, after

this inf;rmatioA had been held in coliFidence for many years, such lists were

published as a resiat of congressional action). Available lists have been pre-

pared primarily for 'the use of agency staff, are often dated, fragmented, and



visibly not for public show: their very format bespeaks their ten6-

tivenef.ls and changeability, and officials are ready to admit possible

. error by their often lowly, overworked staff. In contrast, the desig-,

nation "accredited" and the lists of schools so. marked are widely dis-

tributed and utilized. Whatever else they may reveal or conceal about

accredited schools or programs, accrediting agencies are not reticent

about their names, which are incorporated in many cheap and expensive,

popular and scholarly reference works. Lists are printed in large

quantities, and the current status of any school can be determined

unequivocally by a phone call to a single responsible agency.

Unfortunately, unequivocality has its political drawbacks.

When a single eligibility provision almost automatically yields great

. benvIlts, it is likely to receive attention.commensurate 'to the benefits

which are -thereby bestowed or denied. Something of the sort has

happened to the accreditation provision governing the. eligibility : / of

.postsecondary institutions to participate in many Office of Eduta-
/

tioia programs.
t

Eligibility for OE programs is not important to,f institu-

Lions. Many which.are eligible have received no funds; o hers which,,

upon becoming accredited are advised by OE of their likely eligibility,

have not even bothered to submit the forms necelsary to: obtain it

For example, public vocational schools with nd, or very lok tuition

and a local student body which lives at home may havelittle need to

participate in the insured loan program. Despite high tuition, certain

proprietary schools (e.g., in a field like welding) 'with, a limited

capacity, good reputation, and high demand for theii graduates have
4

had no interest in eligibility. Some private schools with "old-fashielned"



owners have disdained either accreditation or eligibility, in order to

maintain their independence and avoid the snares of a private or

governmental bureaucracy (including the requirement of nondiscrimination).

Hut for many schools, eligibility for certain programs, and

especially for insured student loans, can make the difference between

success and failure or, at least,.between ecOn9mic viability and duress.

And that difference can be determined by initial. or renewed accredita-

tion by an agency recognized by the Commissioner of Education.

To single out'proprietary schools for special attention is to invite

trouble, yet not to do so is to avoid a' manifest and central aspect of the

eligibility problem. Proprietary schCiol representatives are rightly sensitive

C6 any invidious comparison with public or nonprofit schools and to certain kini

of discriminatory treatment in government educational policy (not all kinds,

because the legal, tax, and philosophical distinctions between for-prof iti*nbir

profit, and public institutions can require corresponding policy distinctions;

to date, for-profit schools have sought inclusion only in government programs

aiding students, not institutions). Yet proprietary schoeks constitute the most

numerous, most volatile, and least known group of schools whose eligibility must

,nom be determined in student aid programs. They are also that portion of the

postsecondary universe which is least well covered by accrediting agencies,

directories, statistical series, or research monographs, and least well rep-

resented by comprehensive national associations. An eligibility system that, fa..

to deal adequately with proprietary schools will be an inadequate. system; yet,

on that test, neither system of veterans state approving agencies nor that

of recognized accrediting agencies can be judged Fully adequate.

The veterans syStem'embraces more schools in more states and may provide



better protection for the federal dollar in matters (such as pro-rata refunds

and scheduled hours of instruction) which can be prescribed in regulations

and enforced by monthly attendance reports (if they are honest) and on-sl.te

inspections two or three times a year (if the inspectors are perceptive and

school officials not deceptive). Close to the scene, state officials can be

'better informed about the frequent changesin the management and programs of

proprietary schools than accrediting agency staff in Washington, and can give

at least some personal counsel and_protection to individual studenti. But fifty,

3 s.

state agencies mean fifty. different educational 'standards; and, in a. good

many states, standards are low and the staff are appointed because of their

political rather than professional qualifications. f number of states

still have no licensing requirements for any,-or for certain categories of,

schools. Government officials (state or federal) can define, defend, and

enforce objective standards (such as those goyerning fire safety, toilet facilities,

lighting, square feet of floor space per student,, hours of instruction in given

courses, minimum bonding requirements, or the qualifications of instructors)

more readily than subjective .standards of educational 4uality.

The private status of accrediting 'commission members enables them to

make precisely these important but subjective judgments of educational

quality which the very same,individuals would hive difficulty pronouncing as

government officials. Officials are supposed to operate by even-handed rules,

whereas private citizens are entitled to-their own opinions. The minimum

educational standards of akencies accrediting proprietary schools are,- it is

generally agreed, higher ,tlian those usually resulting from state 11,-,

tensing or veterans approving regulations; and they are national stag-

dards. Inaddition, the nonprofit organizations under which these
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/accrediting agencies operate serve as sources of information about,

national spokesmen for, and, of course, propenents of improved eudr.a-

cational-and business practices for proprietary schools. However,

these agencies are plainly held in less respect by many stateoffi-

cials, the heads of unaccredited schools, and such arbiters of status

as we may have in American education
4

than the regional associations

or the more august, if stodgy, agencies accrediting professional pro-

grams. As representatives of avowed business enterprises, they are

regarded by many observers as trade associations and they must (like

the American Medical Association) live with the constant danger that

a court will find them guilty of restraining trade and promoting mono-

poly, Wdanger enhanced by the Office of Education's police of favor-

ing only one agency in each field of accrediting. As the Marlorie.

Webster case demonstrated, the danger also exists for agegdWti accred-
,

iting nonprofit institutions.

Accredit tion plainly does not suffice to ensure thai:a dollar ,'

spent at any school--pub10, nonprofit, or for-profit--will be well spent.

Propribfary schools have been involved in flagrant offenses in deceiving

students and failing to give them the education which they tIve been led 'io

expect. Proprietary schools are named in the vast majority of student complaint

which have creme to the attention of the staff of veterans approving agencies,

consumer protection agencies, and the Office of Education. Studebts at accredit

proprietary schools have also been responsible for a disproportionate share

of the defaults in the insured loan program.

None of this/implies that accredited universities and colleges are guiltle

of wrongdoing andideception or deliver a dollar in educational valuefor every

dollar they receive. Quite the contrary. Deceitful advertising, aggressive
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and misleading recruiting, the watering of educational standards,

financial instability, and even open fraud are evident and seem to he

spreading in many colleges and universities. ,Necreditation is no more

of a guarantee against malpractice in nonprofit than in for-profit

education. Why, then, do for-profit schools receive more than their

proportionate share of student complaints and pose more than their

share of eligibility problems?

The special problems of proprietary schools are the obverse

side of their special virtues. Proprietary schools offer practical,

no-frill preparation in definable skills for identifiable occupations.

Their implicit educational contract "nor N dollars, X hours of

honest instruction to an honest student will.produce a secretary,

mechanic, computer programmer, barber, or laboratory technician

qualified to earn Y dollars." That is a .contract which can be tested

against reality; and it is not surprising if, in many cases, it is

found wanting. (It may be the fault of distant corporate officers,

local pioprietors recruiters, students, the economy, Occupational

Outlook Handbook forecasts, the American instant=success syndrome, or

all together ins -some measure): Liberal higher education has no such

cieer contract with ts students and; theiefore, none which can be

clearly breached. is college a place of preparation for work or life,

for study. or relaxation, a place to consume midnight oil or beer, to

acquire skills or maturity or friends, to learn practical or fine

arts, English or gobbledygook? The diverse, unformed, and conflicting

purposes of,Aolleges and their students can be a protection against

consumer complaints (though not against other forms of protest, injus-

tice, Dishonesty, waste, and educational failure).
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Viewed solely as a practical way of distinguishing bettei

from poorer schools or, to be more exact, schools whose minimum standards

have, or have not, been certified by a qualified body, accreditation

is a piece of information that has proved useful for many purposes.

It does not, however, serve to distinguish all minimal-standard schools
4

from those which lack these standards, in either the degree - granting

or the proprietary, non-degree-granting sector.of postsecondary education.

Of the 2,738 degree-granting institutions of higher educa-

tion listed in the 1973-74 Higher Education' Directory, over 2200 or

80 percent were fully accredited by regional commissions while more

than 350 or 13 percent held "candidate" status; only 7 percent '(about

190) were neither accredited nor negotiating for accreditation.
5

Thus,

regional accreditation has. virtually lost its power of discriminating

among higher educational institutions, especially those, with a large

enrollment. It would he redundant as an eligibility requirement in

any program restricted to degree-granting institutions enrolling 2500

or more students.

The contrary sJtuation prevails among proprietary schools.

Here, accreditation takes to too small a proportion of the, total uni-

verse--in mid-1973, perhaps 1700, or from 28 to 17 percent or less of

the universe of 6-10,000 or more schools (it is a pulsating universe,

which expands and contracts perennially, according to the definitions

employed, public policies, and economic circumstances). In certain

states, the number of accredited schools has been too small to meet

public needs. For example, in early 1973, 21 states had two or less,

accredited trade and technical schools and 7 states, twoor less

accredited business schools. Nationally, goodly numbers of reputable
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proprietary schools 0 i'io mention public and nonprofit vocational

schools offering similar training) remain unaccredited. They are there-

fore ineligible for OE student aid progtams, though many have partici-

pated satisfactorily in vocational rehabilitation and manpower train-

ins programs administ &'red by individual contractsi.e., state voca-

tional and employment office staff have monitored their training and

job placement performance and found them satisfactoiY

The government may, with due process, reasonably oblige all

citizens, or certain categories of citizens (picked fairly, and on a

nondiscriminatory basis) to register for the draft, to pay taxes, and

to obey ten thousand laws. is it right for the government to compel

private citizens to apply to a single private agency in order to rc--

ceive'a public benefit? That is the present CE policy for proprietary .

schools. Some Office staff have gone so far as to urge school owners

to apply for accreditation, thereby acting as promoters and recruiters

for accrediting agencies. Such practices are questionable, if not

improper, but they are a natural consequence of OF eligibility policies

that offer proprietary schools no alternative to accreditation by a

single agency. Nigher educational institutions have had at least the

alternatives of "reasonable assurance" of accreditation and of the

.three-letter certification of'credit, which have been inapplicable to

proprietary schools. Equity would call for the provision of comparable

alternatives to unaccredited proprietary schools. Fuller equity (as

well as the maintenance, or restoration, of an accreditation-system

that is truly voluntary) would call for the provision to any post-

secondary institution of one or more genuine alternatives to accredi-

tationby a single recognized agency.
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The Newmann Proposals

A major challenge to the OE system of basing eligibility

heavily upon accreditation was issued by the Newman committee in a

1971 draft report on Accreditation and Institutional Eligibility

that, courtesy of the xerox machine, soon circulated like wildfire
11

throughout the accrediting community. Chaired by Frank Newman, a

'Stanford University official, and financed by the Ford Foundation,:

the committee was initiated by HEW Secretary Pinch and two of its'

members, Martin Kramer and Russell Edgerton, were on the. secretary's

staff. Thus, even its preliminary views were worthy of close atten-

tion. A 1973 report restated its recommendation that eligibility he

divorced from accreditation and based upon "an institutional dis-

closure statement that provides more useful information for the

potential student...and an administrative judgment that an institu-

tion has the capacity to perform its stated mission.

The draft rgilrt attacked the accrediting of higher educe-

tional institutions and programs as self-Interested, without due

process, and educationally conservative. To judge from thq response

it elicited, it was seen as .an attack particularly on the regional

associations. Certainly, the report attacked the eoala and standards

of traditional higher education at one of its weaker points, for

accrediting agencies are not beloved; their technical weaknesses

must be confessed by their staunchest supeerters and they are far

easier targets than the great private or public universities, community

colleges, or Institutions catering to blacks, city residents, or

other identifiable and voting constituencies. The report contained

the following recommendations;
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inslitutinnal ttigibility which would bit anrhurize4tq pertore.th*-

fitnctiong:

(1) invest t gat e and act. upon appvaiN t rr:1 L nr2t I t !It to wh is t:

been denied eligibility for rt-Jvral funds

(2) investigate and att. uptilt complaint and r.-f ommrudAtIo, of

Federal and state agortries for terminating eliginilftv otinctittatons

(3) directly grant eligibility to an inqtituricul whtichdoeN 0.3t f311

within the purview of an agency recognized to JotemInv eliAthility

(4) iovvqqtigatv andlait,t tiploo tli3t nOn-prvfit groti; :A

as acerediting'armn_of_prnfessional 90Ciotie :!rk: acting in violatten

anti-trtst laws or new legislation...outiawin ret;frrirtive'prattfre,; ITt

nun- profit groups....
a.



RI-co gintendatkm V: Fe.k,r4 l 1.9019ri with the.r strlct.ive
practlees :itrOups

7 We :assumed iht t Lai ly that the of AhOte groups woad
it +artci .ihe..Scrut :r4 the Federill :ft4c14-COriti s.4 on 'or ite:.Dep4rtt:serit

-Just ice:. Vets,. urthe r investinvestigation revealed !'hat nt Ither,:Qf these genies
s 14ng toOtOve into this area....AccordinglY.* wt recOMmend thatnew

-Legislation 4lenacted-whic4 clargies the laHreiatint to !he 'restrictive
practices o1sn0i-profit orgaLiaation*andempowers the Federal cAmbifion:
an InstitUtianal Eligibility to investigate and act upoh cases of violations
involving specialized accrediting agencies.

RecOMMendotiotVl:_liesparch and Planting grants for new modes. and
verhanisms of accrigditation

recommend that the Federal Overnikent provide rOseWckWand
Planning grantsro.sapport part of the costs of lautich,Lmis .acir experimental
accrediting mechanisms....we recommend th4t experimental accredltIng

.

mechanisms be genuinely new institutions' acting'in cooppration'With but
-anot JoMinated by existinit gencies, staffed inailridoats 'Om are onconfrtait

.by assumption of what hiShet education is Ot'shOuLd be. The
new entrepreneurs in these'sectiws-an provide the core of leadership N.

'required. strong and innovative system of accreditation for PoSt-necondati:
educcalon will be a competitive mull

The ,oistray,f thaOthe draf4 eviAod from accredittn i
.

oiPectallY the reSionaiawas partly due to the t.4 tit; -,;4t4 content pi

the text. lilts charged coat accilfe414,4ng aseiTiN'had used their

polistic powers without -puta #c AccovotAbilitY. pt state aPPea.i., or due
*

priw.ess to "homogenie' higher Paucation 4041 "5tiflo Innovation. and

11l ir e.40pcif 1 t 1t' + «' -The centle itev*arArtItifqtli belrl ofidtrrakcii

bv -t .tccredit riht )40.4minrrr with might reform ,and

zat }en, .r)-t.. 4-prraitts,*- #rr tip '' qt irivovtit ion*

Ott it4 re't.Tnerx-ociat rhf'te were antaflIP gap., in tnc dr-AfL Olthough

taut h ot thr tvxt (TitiCat ii tite V4!'4.tt41111111 on lentty tolitcp.

41, 4rwit i.X1-14 4 ov 11A/#t

t kvia ihP 44.-10*titt4fit*E141 atclas
(

ageli.1 iThc vx!vp:!eTt,jwi-, t&c7 vet inevrc ting, 110,z vcrl clear,

ft cur 17i 4 1 4 f e i ;i It t ; 1,i lo!ftt th4? Te$,trictive

'...

0041Profit gro,i1444. t;4r1V,4 '4P0.0,431 algt0C1c5;*4

tf-(1 ter liat r tit r t*.,1 411,-40-
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The commktree dc.kd the i.sue of minimal edueStional quality andan

astonishing feat feq. a va.,10n ..ones rned with eli3Ohtlitv and con!mmer pro-'

tection--had nothing whatsoever to sa.- ahoot the problems of propri tat!,,,

schools.

The e'omakents we have-seen from staff of. the regionals corrected such
.10.,..1 .

errors as the chargesk about the absence of appeal proce4ures, due process,

or the homogenizing effects of accreditation. Could nine million students

at 2,760 institutions be emulsified by the, Nazi, legions, let alone twentN

or so professional stiff of seven higher educational commissions?' If

there is any sameness to our students and their institutions, it must be
9

caused by large, forcel unlikely to he undone by a thousandth effort at

"itInovatior". But outrage was not tne only to errors, and staff spoke'

georably of of .the recommendatiOns. The heart of the matter' was

the recommendation for a !+:atiorial Commission on Institutional Eligibility,

which was seen as competing directly with the regionals and, thus, as a.

direct. threat to their existence. Robert Kirkwood rut the case as follows:

...how can eligibility he determined without making some value judgments
about quality:' fv_en by using quantification to a maximum,.sooner or
later questions' must be asked about how ..11 or Wisely money is being
4pent, and that is inescap/blyOudgmental. The Newman people were stymied
by this question, and the tentative (if hardly startling) conclusion was
that separation IR difficult.i. But assume it was possible and educational
institutions found they could z'ircAvent accreditation and still be eligible
for federal money;: In which would their hearts belong? It isn't entiiely
dynical to conjecture that the nongovernmental accrediting commissions,
with no largesae of their. own to bestow, might soon he standing at a
lonely altar, or Prhaps lying in a. ping box. And with their demise, the
governmental apericies which were ostensibl interestO only in determining
eligibility .woujd hive to become acercditiI agenries as well.

Our survey-4 ;7c.reditiItg-agencies-'and eVervihIng we have learned

in this study supports that stitement: not its 61Jortive truth (which is

,tr lablv) tr.,0 th rrl! it of floe fear it on14vs. The federal government,

least of all the Office of Education, is not likely to mount a national

system of accreditation: the Congress, educational Anstitutions, and

a

6



widespread private forces who do not love, trust, or respect the

government sufficiently, would soon put a stop to that. The educe-
.

tional community, like the citizenry at large, prefers a good deal

of private chaos to government - imposed order, and' it gets a good

deal of what it wants.

In seeking to "replace "accreditation" with "eligibilization,"

the Newman committee assumed that there was, or should be, a sj.ngle,

uniform, and comprehensive syst4m of qualification for.all federal

educational purposes, and that this s:.Juld be an institutional sys-
.

tem, not a program qualification or some flexible combination of the

two. As Marx is said to have turned Hegel on his head, so the Newman

proposals were essentially institutional (more specifically, region-

al) accreditation turned on its head =- stripped of its academic .

traditfnnalism, with "output" measures and consumer protection

thrown in. But the notion of a.single national system of institu-

tional eligibility is unreal and unwise. AIES cannot dictate thej

terms of eligibility for institutions participating in OE's own re-

search programs, let alone in the research and educatio-tal programs

of other agencies. Each federal program has its own-problems, pur-

poses, and constituency and hence, its distinctive-eligibility re-

quirements. Nor is there such a thing as a national system of

"postsecondary" institutions, each of which can.be legitimately and

meaningfully compared with every orbc,r, and rendered eligible by the

sam 'Securities and Exchange" type prospectus, vid:

State pniversity of New York: full-time enrollment, 44000;

full-time faculty, 14,500; student-faculty ratio, 14.25; graduates,

17,203; net attrition, according to formula C, Hagug postsecondary

convention, 71.42%; placement record calculated in accordance with



4-1-72 Nyquist-Marland codicil rectitied.for enrollftent of retirees,

mentally,handieapped, and unemployed (acuity Plus emergeqey.allowames

for graduates UTTIaved due topower shortage, truckers'. strike, and PE-

certified Executive Orders,.-494602;. above .board reveM40;45.QQ.Million-;

square footage, 18.4.millidiWcatalogs.a44 -PWPotional
freightcarsful, price list available.from Paper Unlimited, .Hoboken.

_ .

,t447-timP er,1761.*en,'401-rti!Ile:
facUlty,0; Student,faCultyratio,On; graduates, 2; net 4aritiOn4

formula F. 0; placement record, rectified_ per file document:k172.93.-SM.

revised .22970,.91.001aboveboard zevemu $2,188;: square.tpotage,

212$;.cataloga.andpromotional.maierial, and-lettered ..poster,

available on-Ann Arbor microcard2214200: 834002.

,Alternative

Each of many systems employed by federal agencies to

establish the eligibility of postsecondary institutions, programs,

:or Courses has its own rationale, its 'distinctive history, constit-

..U-Oncies, and purposes. which are no$kfully.or easily transferable to

other agencies. Agency staff may manifest a kind of 'occupational

which makes it difficult for them to see that other

systems serving-different purposes and subject to different

.Pressures are perfectly feasible. Thus, a list which AIES distri-

butes greatly exaggerates the importance of accreditation to 21

government agencies by neglecting to mention the many other means of

eligibility employed by them. AIES-staff do not readily arcept the

fact that federal research agencies can spend billions of. doliars at

khicational institutions.without regard for their accredited status

or that they themselves' operate a different eligibility system for

foreign than for domestic institutions.

Conversely,-one-eligibility, system. cannot .simply be trans-

pused without problems or. revisions, and utilized effetAively in



another program. The Syst,em of semilmrmenent eligibility deter7,,

minations.Of foreign inStitutienS by OE. staff, on obscure grounds,

is ***PlyAnaPplidable tO:dOme141.4 institutions wboseeligAility

Must, wit oser. scrutiny. A system of .ad hoc research awards

'is inapplicable.twa am of gerarala0daat'aid, though 4uaY.
.

he dseftil in more selective progrems of aid such as sciencefellew-

shipS or rehabilitation 'stipends1

therefore, we 'Wish-to consider the eligibility systems'

which-an agency'might'emplOy,:We'lmibt 'define not only the system Ink

Also the ,agency and the profriit involved. Let us do so for the pro-

gram of -!Tederally guaranteed studentloans -which has been of great

public and Congressional interest-and a major-focus of OE concern

with 'institutional eligibiliti'since 190.. What-are the principal

eligibility systems that this program Might realistically employ' and

what are their evident advantages and drawbacks?

Accrediting Agencies

. The prebent system of utilizing the lists og recognized

accrediting agencies has the advantages of economy, conyenience, at

the support of major private interests. It is selective among pro-

prietary schools but not degree-granting institutions,-virtually all

of which are eligible. It eleclud s good unaccredited schools aitd

includes poor or unscrupulous acc dited schools. -it may not accu-

rately reflect the current condition of an institution because accred-

itation can be ten or fifteen years dated and an institution can be

on confidential probation. Its emphasis on institutional accredita-
.

tion, which. does. not attest to ..the quality of specific7programsi-may.



I

be justifiable $Ahe &blinds of.adminiStratillPlicity

political alliance-With-inAtitutioftal administrators, but:d s not

assure, the uaeful education of student's whd.rake roor Orograms.

at accredited institutions, An AIES circular ,concedes that "some .

depactients of study-in an-unaccredited institution PaY..he stronger.

than the corresponding departments in' an accredited institution.

Furthertora,.. service .required by.a given student May. happen'

to be provided' mo satisfactorily, convenientlyor economically

in anA6haderedite stitutiOn..."

Some,. recognized agencies have been giypn a new purpose and

strength by the''..COntrOl which they nOW:exercise over:access.to:OUblic-.

benefits. The"balance-of,power between recognizpd agencies and the

goVernment is debatable. OE his become overly dependent upon accred-

iting agencies imcause it has lacked alternative means to render

*their' schools eligible or ineligible. It has neglected direct mea-

sures of student protection for a vain reliance on agencies which'

are, unwilling or unable to police their members. However, the agen-

'cies haVe also sacrificed a degree of independence. All are vulner-

able to..charges of noncompliance, with. one or another.criterion.for:

"recognition; few, if any, can comply "fully" (the word recurs In the

COMmissioner's letters of recognition and stipulations) and cot-

stantly (every day, in every action and inaction,:involving every

school or program) with every particular of every criterion. The

ctiteria themselves are. subject to change and Co changing important'/3;

and it is OE which decides if a criterion is or is not applicable

to a particular agency and if noncompliance Is serious or unimportant.
. Y

Hince ail agencies are subject to potential OE inouiry, investiga-



tion, AdMoniticin And pressure, And political considerations can

plainlyconvertpOtential"

Revised Criteria for recognition -public.conferences and

private discussions,.` fOrmar'cettunl&itIons', rePrimanda `iotspliinei. Its

anslstipUlAted condltione.for'cOritinued recognitiOn.have been the,

Chief means by which QE, has,sought to change ihe organization, pro-

cedures and performance of accrediting agencies.to reflect its

teleas.ofthiklyublic _interest,'changing

, .

grants for research` and contracts for services. Any or all of these.

means are unlikely:to:change the:basic nature of accreditingi.agen-
,

cies thei4 responsibility to private interests', -or the practical'
.1

difficulties of defining and enforcing' edUcational-st4ndards:.
.

A :means of employing 4creditation While easing:the direct

regulation of recognized agencies would be to delegate lost of the

regUlatory functions to an independent body--rhenew Council on,

Postsecondarylitcreditation is an obvious candidate. The Commissioner

would not thereby delegate his statutory responsibilities for recog-

nizing agencies and he might also retain and reconstitute his own

advisory committee. The Council could then serve as a buffer against

political pressures and complaints of noncompliance which now come

directly to the ComMissioner and his staff. The advisory committee

could act as a final appellate body for agencies denied recognition

by the Cobimil 6d, devoting. little_time to the recognition process,

could concentrate "on alternacive avenues of elig 1 tv, addi onal

Yrequirements for-eligibility and the removal of eligibility, and

measures of student protection. Such a division of functions would.

also relieve the advisory comMittee and staff of the conflict of



promoting an activity which they are supposed to regulate.

,To expect the Council on rostsependarV Accreditation to

regulate with any strictness the-agencies it represents may be to ex-

,

But we have alreadY-characterized AIES regulation as
= .

.

"all bark and no bite": AIES has Presented thi appearance without the

reality or the statutory authority of regulation. RegOation is

needed to temper the -effects of worroPoIy1 therefore

in the regulation of recognized agenciel-should be accompanied by a.

any eleokeraufk

reduction in their monopoly of eligibility determination.

Many critics attack the use of accreditation for determin-

ing. eligibility because of its "conservatism" or resistance tO-"inno-

Vation." Even if these criticisms are correct, they Stem beside the

point because so long, as accreditation exists, so will its good and

bald features regardless of the use that is made of it for .eligibility

purposes. However, such criticism is a just cause to provide an

alternative means of eligibility for institutions that may otherwise

_qualify for a government program but which remain unaccredited be-

cause they are "nontraditional" or "innovative."

2. State Agencies.

State Agencies operate the system under which courses are

approved for.veteransbenefqs. Agencies in selected states have been

recognized by the Commissioner of Education to render eligible nursing

schools and programs, public vocational- education; and, for a tempo-

rarY period, unaccredited vocational schools without a suitable re-

cognized acdrediting.agency, (Three of, the four preceding systems

employ programe instead of or in.addition to, institutional eligi-
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bility.) Public institutions are automatically eligible'in many pro-

grams, regardless of their Accredited status: after all, they are

financially stable, operate in the public interest under duly con-
,

stituted authority, and their graduate: commonly qualify for state

licensing examinations. As originally drafted, the 1972 "Mondale

amendment" would have enabled state agencies recognized by the'Com-

missioner to determine the, eligibility of private as well as public

vocatitnal Schools; many observers believe the broader poster to be

desirable as well as politic.

lb

When the Commissioner first received authority to recognize

accrediting agencies in 1952, they note,, few states had adequate laws

governing the operation of proprietary schools or the award of degrees

and accreditation hardly touched vocational education. The absence of

effective state regulation had made it necessary to establish special

approving agencies for veterans. Recognition was then relatively un-

iMportant and carried no hint of regulation,

By71974the'Scene7hairchanged.- Recognition had grout 1

portant and was accompanied by the.t form of regulation and a danger

that the substance might follow, with all that that might forbade in

the politicization of educational standar tetn'editorial in the

final (SepteMber 1964) issue or'the National Commission

Reports warned institutions and accrediting agencies against drinking

thel7hem1ock" of relying primarly on actreditatiOn for eligibility

...purposes and of seeking accreditation primarily to obtain eligibility.

A ner of states, such as Texa s. Ohio and Florida, have_recently
, .

strengthened their regulation of proprietary schools and of the

ity to award degreesl.with the Ineentive:of recognition more would

author- .
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fellow. Constitutionally, the states, not private or federal agencies,

are responsible for regulating educational institutions. They are in

closer touch with local institutions and students, conduct annual in-

spections, have genuine policing powers and need not fear legal action.

Only the states can pit fraudulent schools and degree mills out of

business. If OE, like the VA, utilized state agencies to determine

and withdraw eligibility in accordance with national guidelines,

accrediting could regain its voluntary character and its freedom from

government intrusion. If OE helped state approving agencies to im

prove their profession competence, egpecially in dealing with higher

educational institutions, veteran as well as nonveteran students would

receive better services and protection.

Among the major drawbacks of relying on state agencies for

eligibility purposes are:

-a. Fifty states mean many diverse standards and it is un-

'fair to require schools intone state to meet standards from which

bchooIsirLanother-State are 'exempt. tOwever',-thia:PrObleM can-be

mitigated if comparable educational legialation, auch'a 'that drafted

.by a committee of the Education. Commission of the States, is wide-

ly adopted. Accrediting agencies impose diverse standards of their

own. Whereas multiple state standards generate problems.of national

professional and educational comparability, multiple accrediting

standards generate problems of internal comparability among a college's

programs and departments.

b. State governments, are not renowned for _the stature o

At- staffs id man are midi-1Y 'Aukiect Pressure-
_ _ _ . _

no. t corruption.



c. State, like federal, officials dare not draw invidious

quality distinctions among educational institutions. Therefore, their

list of eligible institutions is likely to be. coterminous with the

number legally authorized to operate in the state. However, most pro

prietary schools now ineligible for guaranteed student loans are small

(which can mean as few as 5 to 20 students) so that, even if 8,000 or

so unaccredited scools were rendered eligible, it inight not add more

than 100,000 potential student 'borrowers. The number of eligible

schools could be substantially reduced by a simple restriction such

as the requirement of two years operation.

d. State governmentS'already prescribe the conditions for

the legal operation of all postsecondary institutions; they fix the

budgets, coordinate the programs, and exercise-other controls over

public` institutions. TO make them also responsible fot federal ptogram

eligibility is to give them excessive poAr over. postsecondary, and

espec ially -public:, -institutions.

.e. -Government 4gencie.s:tend. to_!!go by the bpokimposing,

common rules regardless df the nature and circumstances .of individual

schools. Thus the likely effect of making them responsible for elf-

deterMinatiOns'would he:the'impositioni0on institutions of

undesirable conformity or needless and'meaningless paperwork.
4

3. A- Special Gommisslon

The. Newman ,committee propoSed that a. national Coninissiola

determine. the eligibility of postsecoildary instItutioris on criteria,
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distinct from tapir accreditation, designed to attest to honest adver-

tising and recruiting pravtices, financial reliability, and to help

stUdents make informed and useful choices. The Newman group was open-

t

milnded. about the comission's mode of operation: it might be national

or regional, and it might contract for services with accrediting.

agencies and other bodies.

A' similar proposal for a National Board of Education. was.

-advanced in 1970 by Lloyd Elliott, president of Ceorge Washington

l'niversitv and, subsequently, also of the National Commission on

Accrediting, who stated:

a believe that our machinery of accreditation has outlive/
its usefulness, that voluntary efforts are helpless in tAe

face of today's, problems, that neither the society nor the
student is being protected from third-rate programb, and
that this very same accreditation machinery is now working

to prevent flexibility.and innovation rather than to en-

courage new approaches....

Because of its vastness, its complexity, amd its rapid
change, the world of formal education should be regulated
by anewadministrative agency of the federal government....

the educational enterprise is in need of nittienWidEL

, guidelints, codes .which can be, enforced and cantracts:

which tan be made binding. Neither the public- nor the

student is now protected from misconduct..... .0

would like to see the establishment of a National
Board pf Education with powers4nd'dutiop...4egislated by
-the--Copgress which wouldAnclude publicatian-of detailed
infermation, both finanCiai.and.acedemic, cineach college
and 'university in the country. There needs to be a-::'

standardt.eference for suclOnformation with regular
revisions so that .the public may be:better informed
'about higher education. _TheNational Board of Education
through its power to allocateor 'withhold federal filed's

would also have the power to-place inatitUtiots'ort-an-
approval list or to remove them' fro6 such a list."



Though the Newtan prOposal is directed solely at el sibllity,

whereas Elliott's includes both accreditation And eligibility, their

forge is similar. A 1971 report to the Congress by the HEW Secretary

also recommended that "specific consideration shall be given to the

possibility of establishing a Congressionally-chattered public cor-

poration to promote the national. &lordination.of accreditation.
n11

Our concern is confined to questions of eligibility.

Harold Seidman, a leading authority on government corpora --

tions, observes that "These proposals are sn vague.as to defy anal-

ysis. implicit in them Is the assumption .that there is Some magic

about a public corporation that differe6iates it from a traditional

government agency. Such is not the case."
12

The main distinctive

features of a government corporation, he notes, are its methods of

financing, budgeting, and auditing and certain freedoms in expendi-

ture, none of which are particularly critical to the prospective func-

tions of a central eligibility body. Proponents seek from a national

commission not such technical financial features but some way to corn-

-bind' .the.7government's authorit., over eligibility with the .principle of

private educational standardso..the governmeriCs4tower-toregulate

with the principle of private quality judgnepts, a budget drawn from

public funds with the relative independence from political pressure

which-a- quasi-judicial commission'- enjoy.-

Obviously, a body combining all of these features-public

money authority with private prestige and independence -- -would be

. .

admirable. Recruiting .the best qualified persons to serve_in and

under a distinguished board for an important public purposee it might

finally solve the problems of inadequate public information, eligi-

bility standards, institutional regulation,-and student protection

which have plagued postsecondary programs.



But that is a utopian viesanticiOating)a heat Qt ail

possible outcomes for a body whose specific compo,;tion. oreanizatin,

budget mode.of operation, eligibility, -standards. and practical, pro
,

leans remain undefined. No coMmisslon can escape the technical and

political dilemmas involved iii` monitoring tens of thousands 0 diverge.:

-anciChanging.eduiational prograMs and institutions.

4411,4 f e it 1

Considering how critical it-was. of the inform:It ion digclaseci

by accrediting agencies, the Neuftan group way credulou-s about,tI re-

validity, comparability, and usefulness of the informatiA

that might bevolUntarilY disrlOsedby 1,3,000:eduCational inctltution

A coMmiSsien w4ich itself Obtained .or confirmed Or? correspondence,

questionnairer.yisits.:and Andependent inquirle

4

bi

needed:adeqUately-to inform the.public.nd to_make

bility'judgments taawii? woudsvi:

staff" and budW, ,14ch'of,ltm work w041diinFlicItfe 0)4.4 0(.13t4te

odies, accrediting agencies. and othereOurational and profession 1

associations. if, to avoid' duplication and eft vonnomie5, ir

utilized their serVicest it would yield significant decrrees of inde'7.

#ondenFe and,power. The .commission w o 4 have to deride whetter to

:-grant eligibility in .perpetuity, for five years cis saanually; whelfr

to rel y n wrAten inf,ormation alone or to conduct. inspectiong--an4

Jobether these should be planned or unannounced: whether in: titutioiaat

..Audgments suffice for a. university with 40,000 4tudents or shot d

augmented by program iddtments; how to define an "institution" and

affiliatod and .independent. branches, and the type :end pettodlcit of

information and cligniticy Judgment.; off he requii 0 331,

forth. In short, the commission must contend ,,,!ith the me limited



choices Id untidy realities fac'ed bv every other educational

.1111tV accrediting, monitoring, and survey organifation.

compassion which found many 4Ceredlted i t;tti-tions in-
4,-,.

crIticitisteligible 1.17uld be subject to slorp

require cenvinCing evidence and St ong allies to maintain_ its posi-
.

tion;.one.which found all..or most accredited. Institutions eligible

would be asked why it devoted so much effort to reoffirming what.
.

already ,known,

As the charat,teristics of accrediting and state agencies are" .

knoi.n, the probable consoqbences of .relying upon then for eligibility --41..

purpocies can be stated; the effects ,of ..a n io-"mn Unnow commtasnire reSs

for4seeable. They op t be ideal, proillic ir.e, an authoritative -asses's,

cent- which. accepted' by' federal.. ,§t-at; , atid private agencieF

2 1a11.1111

torodu4 .an urspriptcdeniili claritV; haraonv, -and Order, Into the -.me0y

world Of postsecondary education. 114.Y ;fight he diSastraUo.,:itopoSing

the saw e titOndav1-14 on: the mi-ist heterogene!*JS ft stitutiOs--barbe

9chools and universities ikeiinaile5 and communttv rolleges.. corren-

itiondetwe 'schools and *44J c41, schilols--and producing gOeciosiai

szke..ais which mislead More, stulen't .eban eveT hcfore. .41nd they might he

mixed rendering. nfieflti scia1). or nontraditional 4chopio eligible and

Ken-enit fry sore helpful leformationvhf.le alRn cortOnt i.
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and pm--1141! ittg' Ctue'iv ,Ie9P fTtformori4n.,inItituttYn4

OE Stott

rtna I4 # e-:,t*414 vl lipec, 1 colliOlattarr,

o41A Abj cftfoICv tt h wwm.t.:t.dndartiof ellgi-
i



bility and the qithdrawal:OfelltiSl :Wet:441,00ges'ofdoltig'-sOl'

are that responsibility would lodge :with accountable officialsoper-
,

tkng in :accordance with Published- criteria.. Among the disadvantages_.
, ,

are; Oejarge staff 'and funds that: would be.needed,-the tiresome

',regulations and paperwork that would fallow, the duplication. of state

a

41,

and accrediting agency'work and the inevitable politicil pressures on

.behalf of inelble schools. The result would probably he to redder

eligible all schools meeting certain minimal-administrative itan4ards

,1

such as,two-years operation and the affirmiation of ',Oiler plate policies:
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l Julv 21. 1447i letter from Richrci A. FOrnn, Fxrcutive
Dircto. os the Assetion Yet independent, ;01)efec 4nii,schno.k. Thy ,

tive progr3ms which heitte... as "instftntionally-kised or cztlenied"
prog,Ums are National Defense student Loans, thi- College Work Study
Program, Basic. Supplemental Educational npportunity tfrants, and Federally
Insured Student Loans. 4,

2. In particular, the following programs: educational bene-
fits to veterans, so0a1 security .!terleficiaries. and American students
attending foreign institutions.; 41 hoc contracts for occupational
training, and rehabilitation; student draft deferments; and research
protect awards to postsecondary faculty.

3. ore likely, eight or, ten different effective standards.
However the state scene is compliciated by the proliferation of any
separate agencies. authorlties,,anecommissions, each sovereign in a
different sector, and mAny tiecters donstiture principalities of eheir
own, independent of'anv state educatlional authority. 'rhos, the eight
or ten differeilt n tional'stanaards 'must be multiplied by the four or
s=even or twOty di ferent educational aut4orities in each state, Yield-
ing a jig-saw pus It of standards which defies assembly. '

4. Who awards status and what schools and accrediting
agencieare on h rung of the resultant status ladder? The answers
are best lett to ach reader, but any reader momentarily at loss can
tru one f the folleguipv, relative status can by measured by the
retiEivt; wealth of alarvii, or the relative weight of fiwtr

M.6,1s c,irprtratp esecutives aerretarle*, plumbetR,
(ple39e Apeifv).

A -)eif Robert Kirkwood* 1:221,1jaciscsiLirll±,akerlSisalk:
/iegiervl co tins at her Educat 20 n* WastangtbsT.
OctcbeY 24. 1913, p. 5.

64. "Agenda for 1'4.foie' 0.t.W, Task Force ,c mmendation 9.

4ietes U.19.01.10ft. lcf"t4 79, 1971, 7.
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a general highly legitimate appearance." Bear returned. $400 worth of

orders to prospective clients and moved his business.to_another state.
1

Some.time later, he returned to San Francisco and submitted to the

t
6

'

sta6 attorneygeneral a. list of degreeS he planned at sell. _Most were-

struck.as identical or similar to actyal degrebs, but a few were

passed as so plainly nonacademic that no one could be misled.

Government and education officials across-the nation are

plagtivd by:problems reguiting flori those wt o pass off phoney elAnca-

tigiial credentials to an unsuspecting publk.

r

A 1972 New York Times investigation identified numbers of ed-

ucational and mental health "professionals" in the New York City area

who cited advanced degrees frOS unaccredited schools as part of their

job qualifications. Thus. Marie Fetsch, principal and founder of the

Sands Point Country Day School. -Fat h Academy claimed honorary doctor-

atn4 from three unaccredited institutions Philiathea College of On-

tari-.!Canada; the Dhio College of Podiatry.
*
and the National Police

2

A4:3deml, n V nice. Florida.

According to the Times Group Relations Ongoing Workshop

the large t group therapy training:school-ln the city. had

tai t and adviaorveouneil members with advanced degrees from

1$ a zredteetl,a4/or n011izexistent uhiVersitle4. GROW awarded "Certif-

tp paying dents. 1.;, Of wham were also enrolled in an ad-.

w41.14e0vvexterirseof indtana Northern University. anothert
una?toriedited. inAtittstion. Jht;eq#i*Itt,iv;,, the New York. State. Department

fp: Eduz..atton ruled this extiLnsion Ntudv

7,1440,ttolve 1,00.1 educatO:n14,01m,

ftvAtlintk, five. ertnten vot4 -- iced de!eterate.ii. 4 rem Ohio Christian
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College, a diploma. mill whose story will' shortly be related.

Badly drafted and laxly enforced state licensing laws are

.partly to blamt.for degree mills. Pqually responsible is the fact

'that an advanced degree can affecp dab status, advancement, and-pay.

In 1883, a)3ritish writer observed that "In the United States

of America the sale of degrees is maintained to the present.day. There

are, unchartered bodies granting these titles With and without prior exami-

nation.

.

There are chartered institutions only-too happy to Sell spoilt

parchment at about($60 the foot, and such venal bodied are not rare, but

are to be found In large numbers'....g
4

More recently, Bender and Davis_

41ave attributed the flow and ebblfhpf degree mills to the contrary-stimuli

'cif favorable economic-conditions and societal prassures to reform educa-

. 4

tiorial .abuses. 'Congressional inv46tigatisqs, Federal Trade Commission

and Post Office actions, the efforts of voluntary organizations, and the

effects of the,dpression reduced degree mill activity until World War Ilk

Thereafter, thdrsiharp increase in the number of students and the massive

subsidy ,of veterans" education reversed the tide so.that by 1910 the

-educatipn-editor of the New. York Times estimated, more than 1,900.

instftutions of questionable propriety were operating including at

/....,least 100 "out-and out diploma ;11111s."

In 1959, HEW Secretary Arthur Fleming instructed the Commissioner

of Education to Compile'a list of degree mills and publish` - warning aboUt

their tactics in the iiherEdncatnDireetor.7- Only 33 names were listed,

because MEW's Ceneral Counsel insisted on evidence that degrees were awarded

without the normal requirements; an unpUblished list of 70, prepared for

(ongre.sswoman Edit Green in 1965, relaxed this restriction. In 1972, it

esttmated,that about 102 degree mills were offering diplomas at prices

ranging from $50 to $2500.8



It may be difficult quickly and teliabiv to distinguish what

an OE official has called this "persistent low grade infection afflict-'

ing higher educatidh" from some unorthodox, unaccredited experiments

such as the "external degree" .and "university without walls."- One un-

accredited school. Laurence University*of Sairasota, Florida, has sued

the New York State' Education Department for $20 million for calling
4

it a "degree mill.". A visit to a.puniversity",of uncertain standing

is described on appendix.

While diploma mills usuakly ack.accreditation and rarely

seek it, others obtain it from eut rising agencies such the

National Education Accrediting Association (MA); which prov ded a

mail-order certificate of accreditailon for $25 or $50.9

An unincorporated sole proprietorship, tlfe NEAA trademark

was held by Alvin O. iangdon,. who mailed out itiVitations for membership.

Respondents who paid a fee and completed a question sheet were accred-

ited. They were asked about previous and current aff \Maims with

other accrediting agencies, educational agencies or schools; the type
4 40 .

of education offered; diplomasor degrees granted; their board of

directors; and the number of their faculty, buildings, and sit dents.

No additional information was required and no other review wasicon-

ducted. For "reevaluation." a new application and a new fee,suificed.

At one tine the fee was $25 for five years, but it was raised to

$10 a year. TheQ\were no operating expenses but Langdore,e since

he was the NEAA: one man, one accrediting agency.

NEAA claimed to accredit 150 schools one of which was Ohio

Christian College of Calvary Grace Christian Churches of-Faith a



- 505 -

s'ilohOrefit, church-affiliated corporation" which was also:atatigthat;

.'*titerpriSe. In 1912, the Federal Trade Commission served a cease and

. .

de4st order upon %MA, Ohlo Christian, and their officers. Ohio.

...Chrltiltian-held. that, as a Otinprefit. ins.titution,.the_FTC had no juriS7

-c114*.i.on over its. activities, but the FTC countered that though non-

profit T-1
form, it had In fart operated as a business.

pr

Qhfo Christian was not the first college of which Lungdon was

sident. In 1965,A40 Wet:t Virginia Board of Education closed 'dawn

h1 Crntral Christian College at Huntington. ''Ple college's mail order

eUrticuluN tad included audiiory analgesia, psyehesomatic clusic-elec-

tronicpsychology, and drugles:i healing. .Vz pres dent and faculty,

Langdon "handed out an many honorary &ctorafes in two years 11466-

I:9W as did Harvard's Pusey."

Advertisement% fox- Ohio t'hrv; tiara tare. f s' !ents could

"harm tollege Degree at Homv--All It plA.mised to

allow ercdits to previous experience, to "eliminate A.1 oun-ehttentials"

of college and mink,- to stidv reTtirements. The,,t1 student could

gall- 3 depr ,e in mint' hs or ide

Mat christian waN .it by.
t h NE AA and MIRE, the

Af.,Aucesiat lixof Fundamental itititutions of iteligius EducAtion 4direx-fed

1.

by the Revervnd Herman, Keck of Fort Laudttrdale: Whim asked at the

FTC hearing hoW VEAA acoreditart tiA5 obtained, Laogdon replied:

We felt.that....fiince...it

met the rritet la. r

Ag

qUettOft' ';f1 AIvAn 0, tangdon, .4!c tgi-cutiv,:. 9i ef: 1.0

of. the Oof..40701,14q«,74tIOnal'ALCile*1-444g AS:;m*..tticm;i

granted acerkilltatton tO,Ohlo'Cltritian

To Mv? it Is ahSolUteiv rear of$4001i

inAtAigtrop.v An thif« nation who have 4 L.2-Vd

t he: 5:36;(1-:-014,i1g,......,11
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It took the Ohio attorney general's office six years, along

with the Ohio the Better Business Surea4 the Internal

Reventiyervice the U.S. Post Office, the Ohio Department of Educa7

_tion, and the.Ohio Board of Regents-to put the Revetendl,engdan out

of the education bUsiness. In 1910 the °hid General Asistbly moved-

against diploma mill, operations by establishing a five-meMber board

to register, investigate, and set standards for schools and colleges.

Thereafter, no -cpurse of study, diploma, degree or certificate-4ould

be offered and no solicitation er enrollment of students could leialii

be undertaken without prior registration.

In March 1971, Frank Albanese, executive secretary of the new

board, wrote Jerry Weiner, -titular president of Ohio Christian CGIlege,

reminding him that private schools must register.. When Ohio Christian

ref4sed to do so, it'was restrained from operating by a temporary in-

junction. In December Judge Fredrick T. Williams found the college,

Langdon, and associates in contempt of court because advertisements

continued to Opear. And catalogs were being mailed to prospective students.

The next month the judge issued a permanent injunction, stating that to

hold that the college because of its church affiliation was not subject

to registration would be like holding Hans Christian Andersen not bject

".to_ state law "since his middle name, like that of: the college, h used
1.44

to be Christian. In the fall, the judge again found Langdon in con-

tempt,_sentencing him to ten days'in.jail, but tsuspending sentence because

of his advaneed age, falling health and payment of over $1600 in fines.



LaSalle Extension University

The, FTC has also investigated two of the largest for- profit

dorrespondence"schools, Salle..and.-Famousqritersf both accredited by _ _

the National Home Study .Council, an agency recogliked by the.U.S. _Com-

missiciner of Education. LaSalle ExtenSion University, 'an Illinois cor-

:poration chartered in 1905, had revenues of about $50 million in 1969

and enrolled over 100,000 students, some 10,088- ofikhom.wete taking

courses related to the study of law. The "complete law course"7-an.89

leSion, tilree-lear program--cost $550; a four-year course of 109 lessons,

$695. La Salle; also offered a short law course of 23, to 42 lessons; very

telw campleted the longer course.
o

In 1954, the FTC had ordered LaSalle to "cease and desist

from representing" that persons receiving Its law degree or completing

its course of'law study "will be admitted to or are otherwise eligible

to participate in bar examinations...." The school had been awarding

LL.B. degrees since 1915, but by 1950, only four etates permitted itsi

graduates to take the bar examination and by 1974, only California.

In 1970, Lhe FTC ordered LaSalle to show cause why it should not be

required affirmatively to disclose that its courses were not gener-

ally accepted as sufficient preparation for the bar. Testimony re-

vealed that LaSalle described its law program in advertisements, leaf-

lets, and direct sales contacts in the following manner:

Earn an.LL.A. Degree frik, LaSalle _

Home study is a popular, convenient and professional way

of acquiring a Law education . .

/he. subjects-treated.in the:-LaSalle courses are approximately

the same as those included in the courses offered by the

leading laW Schools of America:.

11
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The hearing examiner found that LaSalle had, failed to "set

forth fully and conspicuously" that its "law degree program" and

courses did not qualify anyone to take a bar exam or practice law.

He recommtinded that, it be required tq'disclose 'clearly and conspic-

eny, advertisement...in type the same size and appearance

as _the advertising craitis...on the front page or cover and on each

page of any promotional material or descriptive brochure...in each

enrollment form, application form, tor] sales contract," that no

state accepts any home study course "as sufficient education to

qualify for admission ,to practice law."
15

LaSalle appealed to the

Commissioners who responded that:: "Where, as here, the mere offering

of the product or service, leads to ditneption....we believe that it is

reasonable and necessary to demand that a,disclosure required to dis-

pel the deception be given equal prominence with the offer."16
111444%,

In September 1972, LaSalle appealed to the U.S. Court of

Appeals Mating that: "...the size anti frequency components of the

Order, if not modified will require LaSalle to discard Its entire

law program. The Order of the Commission is unprecedented; arbitrary,
'E.

unreasonable, unnecessary and vague...."I7 LaSalle offered to give

up its right to award law degrees, if it could continue non-degree

programs without the disclosure. Alternatively, the court was asked

to modify the "paralyzing disclosure requirements or to require FTC

reconsideration of whether disclosure was necessary in non-degree pro-

grams and whether LaSalle students really believed they4were eligible

to practice law by completing non-degree programs.

The U.S. Office of Education has warned the, public that "no

reputable .institution, of, higher _education confers cleaves solely, on
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tie basis of correspondence study: OE's Sohn Proffitt testified

in 1970 that "no degree awarded by correspondence work is considered

o be accredited by the National. Nome Study Coencil....
el9 However,

old Washington hands know, as George Orwell knew, what sixteen-year-
-,

:01d.students Can learn at some cost that of statements can

mean the precise opposite Of what they appear to say. Thus, the

LaSallC law Course, but not law degree, was accredited by tbe'National

Rome Study Council'; and" thus LaSalle law students were eligible ford.

federal Itu

7amous Writers

Whatever happened to those twelve Famous Faces who used to

Stale so invitingly from Sunday advertising supplements as they

challenged us to test our writing aptitudes and follow a:"wonderful

life" by training at home for a writing career through,, the Famous

Writers Correspondence Course? We no longer see them because the

parent company went bankrupt;

FaMous Writers,along With amat Artikts, FatoLth Photo-.
-0

graphers, Evelyn Wood Reading Dynamics, and Linguaphone institute,

was a subsidiary of FAS International, inc., an eflucation'conglom-

erate whose tuition revenues soared freom $7 million in 1%0 to $43

million in 149. .The of the corporation,; common eroek rose.

from S5 in 1969 to.$621n

\.

in Julty 1970, Atlantic -carried an. article_ .Jest:ica-Mitford

entitled "Let Us Now AppraiFe Famous Writers," whieb cuttingly examined.

remits Writers' premises and p

claims, cests.,..'.Fele.4-zti

4elved- int: Avvrti,..fley,

770t ods 4 f ins , r-;,.xte i
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dropout rates, and the career success of students.

To enroll in Famous Writers, according to Mitfordiall one

had to do was pass a mail-order writing "aptitUde test" graded by a

part-time worker.at the rate of. one paper.every_ten minutes. The.:__

California attorney general's office, which. investigated the Famous .

1

Writers and Famous Artists schools after receiving many complaints

. . , '-

found that "it was virtually impossible for anyone to fail the artists

'talent test....One of the men in our office tried twenty times, even,

having his five year old child make drawings, before he finally sub-

witted one which was returned with the notation that he had no talent "
21

Though the Famous Faculty, well paid for the use of their

names, did not read students' manuscripts, "Field Representatives"

home salesmen--conveyed a different impression. "The fantasy,

he spun...which'far outstripped anything in the advertising, would

have done credit to the school's fiction course."' According to one

of the 800 commissioned aalesmen, two or three of the Famous Guiding

Faculty were always in residence, working with the staff of experts

evaluating manuscripts.

Your Cuiding Faculty member, could be Sennett Cerf, could be
Rod Stirling depending on your seOect, will review -at least one
of your manuscripts and may suggest a publisher for
there are 300 instructors for 3000 students...hendredsOf
university profesSOrs'are currentlyenrcilled...75 percent of the
students publish in their first year, and the majority more than
pay for the course through their sales.'...:theresere very few
dtopouts because only setiousquaiified applicants are pertitted
to

The. three -year, 24-installment course cost. $785 ($900, with installment
1

tier g

.0f $2R million tuition revenues In 1966, $10.43 went for
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advertising and $4.8 million for "cost of grading and materials."

The course itself is packaged...in foUr hefty "two toned,
buckram bound"-volumes with matching loose-leaf binders for

the. lessons.. The textbooks contain all sorts of curious and

disconnected matter: examples of advertisements that "pull,".
right and wrong ways of ending business letters, paragraphs from
Saturday Evening Post, This Week, Reader's Melt, quotations
from successful writers, like William Shakespeare, Faith Baldwin...
Red Smith, an elementary grammar lesson, ...a glossary of commonly
misspelled words, a standird list of printer's proof-marking

sTIO°1Be .

There is amany homeSpun suggestion for the would-be FaMous\-

Writer on what to write about, how to start writing: If...cne suc:S

cessful author writes down the word 'The' the moment he gets to

the typewriter in the morning. He follows 'The' with another word,

then another...."
Throughout the course the illusion is fostered that the student

is, or soon will be, writing for publication:... a volume entitled
How to ttfrn Your Writing Into Dollars,... winds up on a triumphal
note with a sample publisher's contract and a sample agreement with

a Hollywood agent.

A subscription to Famous Writers nmgazine--a quarterly containing stories

by students and supposedly sent to 2000 editors and publishers- -came with

the course. A student sales section detailed success stories. Two students
4

whos'e success was portrayed in a 1970 ad, )Utford found,had neither finished

the cqurse nor published anything since 1965.

In 1970, Famous Writers enrolled 65 000 -students, 2,000pf whom

were veterans.' Though only 55 instructors--not 300--were grading lessons,

their workload bras net toolleavy, as labour 90 percent of:those.who signed

up for the course dropped out. This wascthe key, to the` school's financial

success, for dropouts were still hound by their contracts and. dunned, to

complete:pgyments, though.none-Was taken to court.

The FTC had earlier investigated the parent company's refund

procedures and found them to be improper. In accord with National Home

Study .Council standards, FAS did have a refund policy bu prior to.
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rvierrt, 1%, 1171 to'1010' ,1 ir
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' v 41 y and E Oftthe FTC nro:1iIng-to t.t.t11 3t sTliftt.

spicuoi,,ly" and to, 41.4.:;

atttliate."
uoa-: an FAS

FolcIlving expr'F`?eR the tit'- l. "irk City. Department..

of Consumer. Atlitt, lot:nd Fam,u14'Writers in t , tilty.

ConWoner,Prot-ection Lat. anti ast 11-lrontinuarice"

(r' the :-;tlevt A:.ording to r'i depactle:It. aterage stUdent

completed tE one-third of the 4outst,., yet. h,..ldtn Pay (ot Ole full

course if he persist-2Ni ir. it far more tban-ti:x mtlinf*r.A.

In may 1p1TL, the: securities and Exchange mizmt9;iwn t,alted

trading in FAS stock, rh **NC .it,creJiting cammis;lon vl-itted the

school and expressed enneern ahoto.. its 4An4ril141, st-AbliitY lance it

ha4 incutred $554S-million 'paper 1v i theniponths ending:

June 1971. 'Crhe compdhy had regularly entered as. iie, the gross

amount Of tUltiOn eetitracts, all f whiA yer not r.i.?'alzell!. Over

the years, this led-to a vast overstateme nt ot ineeme,.and when the.

day of rectification came, the srtick plumMeted.) IH Ueeember, tti

comadssion dented the.,Scho I s app1 lcat ion reaeeredtuatin. FAS

*vested. but, injebruary, filed bankruptcy papo'rs. The coati4Ston

unanimously denied thappen/.
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North f,tn. trai ittsitok sot son of vofjego.14 and Schools when denied 'accre'd-

itation 1.967. S016,11-3t t pro 1: trrepa;able' harm and the

denial of due. process. charging that the as membership

standard," and procedOreswere "nebulous and vague,"

In July 1967 Judse JuliosHoffiana in what some comider to

be One of his begt'opinicits, ruled that the college -had-detanniat4ited injury
r.

tut not tbat.its,legal rishtsilad',been e deClined-to k4alUate

the ade0a pf 1",lrth Central s standards art, prock,4ure$ ct zts reasons

for Osacsreditation;*

The.
and ep.gbemneiS er

acereditai:Vto; dispensing' informat ionvn Pesentation, would not he enhanced by
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-sendered through'its Work, tf it _fail Le satIsly member,-;,
tthe ,are f see, to loin another. Aroups.21

11.4ffiliatri .tHA",e4 rfield; Iowa.
40

di.4a :wetti red ontt(aYJD.Y,

near 3:9inkruptc - Ir 11'6 when Millard John Kohorts herame its Pres-

idenr the b4.1'!".vmc, lotlent,5.4 a prorly Paid farultY.

cluzblinK boildinfo. 5;.1)4.e.Y.71) icio-4 and .S1 ra I 1.i on in 43S5et'S

1.40 thAv flamboyant. k4:4,,,tr. had t forr.lt.,4.1 the collage, into a

bOOminKA evwn'totorio enterpril-it w414,.:1,00 SIfi million
14

annual revenues. ,.14 Ichts. and S'::2 arc .ion aKA0tR.-



'eat-round opeiation
An open-door admissions policy with
intenive r.e.cruirmeos

Sharply restricted curtirulumwith,
large classes.

4, HIgh teaching 10.4d N and high-
%, Nigh tuition and fees.'
6. 4.heaptuildingith fUllest Oossibl.

use ol them.

judge Haffm#n put it. Parsons "sought to serve the needs of

students whose poor atapasic 0511fications would. have made them inadmissable

at conventional schools, including transfer. Suudedtsigh0 had been-dismissed

6

r scholastic difficulties at other colleges. Combined with this goal of

providing a second chance, the College sought to deqionstrate that an institu-

(ion of higlier learniog could be operated successfully solely with the

financial resources provided by student tuition charges and fees, without

gifts, endowments or state suppott."25

The name of this survival same was students and Roberts made their

_ recruitment his'first priority.- Like many proprietary schools, Parsons paid

recrupers a bonus for every paid application or enrollment; Once, 8!S per--

of thr Students .were Iowan; by 1967, 50 percent came from New York,

Penovvants, New4ersey, Massachusetts, ;and Connecticut.

Despite Roberts' boast of $9 million yearly !profits," the college

was constantly short of cash due to the. geometric ripe in enrcalment.' More

students required more facilities:- Despite his success in negotiating large

- - - - , _
.

Joan4 ,Roberts was forced to transftrtevenUee from opt:rattans to the "plant

fund," thereby Aping" out net. gains. iloweirer, the resultant financial'

problems-did not become.-eritical-dnal-,the schbolidas'disaccredited-

and suffered a. precipitate decline in 'enrollment.

Roberts` policies called for both the 'active recruitment and

retention of students. According to one'professor, "students were sup
1-
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were given bonuses tor tfic. ImOTer 411 F.tuventiF. Owy I ied.

could repeavcourses AS often as thkccssary to grt. -C." i.:1th

rhehighest grade used in r.omputing averapp; they could alto

;Hate., flunked electives from 04*h...records for credit kg- grading nurpof,

The Rat art. evoked su4icion and h stility from m4ov

el*

educators: antagonized by the.shool's exaggerated i:lAiTY14 ttusinesn oul-

'400k, and dubious standards. Internal dissent surfacvd im 196A with. Ow

publication. of a Black Report by six professors, who charged the'

*

tration with fraudulent adyeitising and studenr exploitation, ThA-. r

was sent to the trustees, the board of v4sitors, and the American asacia-

tion of University Prbfessors, and, after each body declined to act, Lv.

the North Central Association, Whirh-promptly dispatched, an investigative

team.

i_sk 1959.; a North Central ttiat haripraiSetiParsons'-leadetship

. . ,

and academic and building programs. The 1963 team report tommented favor

ably on _finan*ces and faculty quality, but issued a "Scathing indietMent"

.
of recruiting and promotional practices, financial consideration.; dominating

educational policy, high facultY-turnover heavy-teachinglOads,..author,

itarlaniam, and 'the college's failure to liVe,up to ica promise of rescuing

late-bloomerS.and flunk7buts... The North, Central executive board thereispon

invented a new category of "publIc probation" to Warn the publie.abOut

the college.

4
The following year, a follow -up team found that mdst.o the.-
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4 4 ow ry i"ti4' ed ra,t rirlIflon P31' m' ;:sr. renkoV 0, 7'1"pP. probat totiwith.,

'7.,

',.:slle pt t c> th4t -:an N A -o._7n:i,i11,411 h. '0gPr'oini ,1111ii' 3 rOvt u ft* WOe::
...$

.w.ItAAU three yeat's.
,;;

Then, mu, 1966 :1,iEe pAtblihej In Article- "The Wizard of

.Pi -t RubFrts as-n OP-,roaring: every- rime --a -ball -eye

11414"4 4 scb for-rich. dill* 'kids 4

;A There's no gMstia it you
,

___, 04:6.7rw_upAnii'have 'money. mweat3-Nobody Wars axem4

-One student

keh al.'clatol;e4:641. Janalit4ng Onblicit4

tn.pr7.jezte4.rtilit mat,. the 1966:

coat Wflostudents and 51 million

Tite third N,At (Aentr4.1.team. Ak 4 l*fted early. it% 196 sur-
.. .

.',..-

-d T4tkrin,.ui.th rrtalsvplovit;IP . nOveltet;: -....-

execkp Nmid_rtlected thls.course and instead voted.-

tot '41.s3,zi4iract7, be4,:auw. 4)11ege. "pit4istent f
4

,:orr.NnT liedit,i4enr 14 mid. thv hoArd of cortlidenrP

1c4dorship. Irwin Ilub4er;p. 4 trtmetNorth Central preAident. *Sid 01*

the board "put merit. faith ts than ir their own exaMittes427

Parsons appealed bur the full North Central board upheld the decision.

The -day atter, Robert vac, firrd vitput compensation by the P+ nuns

truSE0e4 who abrogated his contract and demanded that tie vacate the

presidential house forthwith.

In Jamen'Kperneris view, Far-ions probably dev.rvI,4 to be

disaceredited but not in the way that to wa5 done. "The. NCA to r['?

...are a classic stndirin the unrvIlabilltY of '4.14:tin team report *:

a
xit Ioktr 0601.c, cannot 50end twq:,r ihro at 4 tacanse
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inst i ration_ t he size of Parsons and accurately evaluate it 4...the

NCA examiners...had no way assessing .how well Parsons was

doing the lob it had set out to do, for the job was a. new one for

whieq there 'were no -agreed-upon standards of -success." inding the

team rePorts impressiOnistic, incons stenc, sometimes superficial,

Koerner concludes that Parsons was judged not in terms of its own

goals, but 'rather_ by the-standards of cst,her schools., -He_ criticizes

7entralls its "capricious" procedures, the unprece-

::_dent444 probat ion. the disrelard.of its team's recommendation,

and the innoutwvV'IT: of i!AA011. bijfore not i tying the school.

In the year follow.ing disaccreditation. Parsons lost half

retomlie diapped ftom $15.4 million to $7.4 million,

and faculty size, from 220 to 80.
2,k

Parsons gained "recognized candidate" status in 1968 and full

in WO, The c:hooi tightened spending, made across -the-

1.1 and to faculty pay con.: fl (ices, closed dorMitoriPa and

:fropi,d t It of f cled nes.: counze. in ay Lit ion, emanlgement , 1

cnsof 1 vriti,' mc,41,P..1 teAtitil,g-re reation ana.camp

-oltskfouhab

.'f and Io

a t+ ,oupt#A r41 J: ffre,tt toni-f al led.. ,Faced with "in-, ,

54aan4.4al o ltgattns, Parwrioftled f bankruptcy-in May,

v ti-, rimv. .11.3d 925-.9 t pde t s and a faculty

Nat .

er-MarMillan_

I Homy Council (NMSC)

'not tetl. or
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(CCM contended) the OPortunity for a full and Impartial beating.

CO( operated six correspondence schools--U,S. School of
F

Music, Washington School of. Art, LaSalle. Extension University,

Academy for Home Stuay, Utilities Engineering Inftitute. and Wayne

Schoolwith 1968 sales of $41.9 million and a student veteran pop-

ulation of 181000. After denyingreaccreditatian in November 1969,

the NHSC Coismission had offered CCM: the opportunity of an appeal :

but CCM.disputed the ground rules, requesting specffic,records prior

withdrawal4f dislccreditatton,'the right to call\ examine, and

cross-examine Witnesses, and Uther assurances of fairness.

Seeking a restraining order, CCM chargeea conflict of

interest,. ubting that one NHSC commissioner was a dean of Interne-

tional Correspondence Schools and another, a vice president of FAS

International. both major CCM competitors. in his affidavit; Warren

B. Smith, CCM vice presiden and a former NHSC president and

trum;ae.-siated:

...a bulletin gone out froi headquarters of Inter-
national Correspondence Schools. ..informing all of their
field representspives of our.denial:of reatereditation.
Within hoursfthis will have the .effect:of,giving our.competi-
tors_an, unfair selling advantage_with students and can lead
students... to quit and shift over....one of our district
managers...wat refused admission_to anArmY'base..dwhere he
sought to interview prospective students.. He was advised
by Post officials Shat... they in turn had been ,advised by

representative,..[of:anIPAS.International Isubsidiaryl.
...that NRSC.had denied reaccreditation....30

A

CCM asked. the court to :restrain NHSCes--"Isairage of boycotting communica-

tions" until-it:ruled on the reqUest for an injunction

An NHSC report set forth the reasons for disaccreditat OD as

-follows:11
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Fat lore tyl mevi the mtnizum :,Aandar4s. oi thc

Arcredittng
Violation, tr# Accrv4iring, ilusint anti Fit :.

standards and regulations. end failure to Like

PrOgirt_cOrrc-COVr.lcAlen
. Over antttol-

-lectlont;',E,O, the' .neglect "of- programs

and student,s'ervics.-
4. Failure to demenstror.13 satisfactory'prOgret,h.,

,The report further steted their in ai'etedttirig a sclwol

44vertioes to the public that each seUoul or unit !lect.s the f ollowing

eight standards* bad-that CCM met -only 1. t 84

1. It has tompetent faculty.
2. It offerb'educationalfysound and up:tc.-eate cours.es.

3. 11 carefully scrve4,- student for admtFision,

4. it provides. ti.sCaclory educational wttri$:0-

5. It has demonstrated' -ample .student N4KZef:A slactiv,n_

6. Its tuition charge are reationatilt,,

7. It advertises its .:vurses truthfully, and

8. II is fintwially able t deliwr high qu.411ry

education41 wtvit!e51,

Five yeatlx ego, 0. U.S. recommended tharkvur.A's..,

5noold he brot.Tbt ,up-t.)-dat$-; that the h..as44xilection

policy should be irvom7,A4Aztv4,,,:,thlt the !_chool would

to keep tiles on rellection and c,mplaints. tIut the

aeWction, orientation* and control a several handrea salts

representatives.hoold he imprIL-, that the count:11'ft

1.41wellatiOn and refitind 1,nforcd4-andthat
educatiqn mtc.it rec%Aye.tu4 v,c,11;ft- aitt4.1 with advet

941e5 001 eoll#,, Mons-
,

gct!Mt, 4t4ect Obsirved ony:ot

aLtitudv. .1hf:rc, n;11 iii ptar to .e an-vd0,;Atiwi,41,

atitaft1411ht-t 04vleest ton ad thv scitCm.11.

Cotinctl, its.1 ht

h4y0A.
E. ',oils,: -of

ko-mitttiPt

R°1471t VitU74, :ioat
,, Thv

were ,:ited belzutrA,

as it ttunally ivN:oti,Inqkzvd .144.teditang

SVC f t*t t
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avL redit,4 by it eligible, for many federal programs and other special

vwItagcs. th4 CCM s <<rplaint stated, VGA regulations required

no kio rata refunii tor courses at accredited schools. "The effect is

severe competitive disadvantage. to the unaccredited' schools.," The

13..7,4 44 various paatv14 Imposed upon unaccredited schools such require-

ments as regist rat ion, the licensing or bonding of salesmen, a ceiling

Qn permissible down payments, and specified cancellation and refund

po

Since the NHSC, commission was the only agency recognized by
ZC

Commi!isioner of Education to accredit home study schools, dia-

accreditation meant that CCM students would no longer be eligible for

tederally4uaranteed loans or the 18,000 student veterans, for bens-

fits under the more-favorable terms granted by the Veterans AdmIn-

iNtrarioo to accredited schools.

CCM contended that NHSC had violated its own bylaws promising

afull and istipartial hearing," as well as the Office of Education's criteria

governing the recognition of accrediting agencies The company had earlier

A,:ked the office for relief under-its "statutory authority to recognize,

supervie and regulate the activities of accrediting agencies." It now

sked Ow court to. rule thatthe_Office_could notAelegateto.'a .private,.

aril .trail ussoCiation consisting of:Companies-engaged in business

for-Or it"_ther:power tir,detormine_"!the.eligibilityoUtheir.competitors

,lrtictpate.inprograms under apPliCablefederal and state lawi " It

t .106C_ be .ordered to restore accreditation :or .the Commissioner
.

hiucation, to revoke his recognition of the NHSC accrediting-commission.32

.,ct.. a tier

The suit po:,.ed fundamental issues involving the eConomic.dert-

crvditati the.fairness or due-process pf:acereditipi



agency decisions, and the regulatory role of the Commissioner of Education

with regard to recognized agencies. However, these issues were never re-

solved because CCM and NHSC agreed to an out-of-court settlement.

NHSC agreed to allow a school to comment on the, accrediting

teaii'report before its submiSsion to the ace editing commission, and to

'maltein oral presentation to the commission, to have counsel present, and

. receive a record of the presentation. The school would be promptly

notified of the grounds of any denial of accreditation and, on appeal,

a further hearing would be granted at "the earliest practical time."

All actions would be confidential 4til the commission ruled on the

appeal. The composition of the commission would be reviewed by NHS(.

and submitted to OE for approval. NBSC would list the CCM schools in its

directory of accredited institutions and circulate a public notice of

their continued accreditation.

Between the initial disaccreditation in 146 and We's revfew

a year later, CCM reportedly spent some $1.5 million on its home study

vrograms;'eveything from texts to the p.int.on Lie

freshed.. As.the schools. retained accredi ation, th y kept Iheir gocid

name and the;specisl governmental benefits accruing to accredited school.

Brokerage,hoOses also stopped %lending:out cautionary notices to.preApective

buyers of CCMHstock which, iminediatly'after: he-41 ccredltation.JnnOunve~

men; dropped: 16 percent in value Of zi loSS of $75 million on the 13-tail lion

shares outstanding....
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San Francisco State Schoo.l.of Social Work

The council of Social Work Education.zeciedits graduate programs

of social work. San Francisco'State College instituted such a program

in 1967 and two years later applied for accreditation. The accrediting

commission team visited the campus during tumultuous days of demonstrations

and. confronIations. Due to the tense ,atmosphere, the commission deferred'

action and sent in a second team, -which found the students. on strike

and police all over campus. This team recommended. against accreditation

and the college's application was rejected. The college appealed, and

a number of graduates who, with unaccredited master's degrees, now found

themselves ineligible for celtain jobs and salaries, hited a lawyer and

sought to invert e in the appeal.

It was only the second appeal in the council's history. The

combination of this hot potato and the unusual request for student inter-

vention led the council to William Tayler, counsel In the Marjorie Webster

case which will shortly be related. On his advice, the council appointed

an ineependendent three-man appeal board, which reviewed the written record

and then heard witnesses for the council, the school and alumnae. Each

party-coUld cross- examine the others. In due course, the_appeal board

reaffirmed the commission's decision.

Another

The "Ole Miss" Law School

example of careful procedures to :ensure fairness is

afforde f by the Associatiop of American Law Schools-University of Mississipp

33
case_



Office of

the poon That 'sage the state Board of Trustees of,Nigher Education

n:1966 the "OleAlass. Law School Obtained a. grant from.the

icatidati Opportunity to establish a legal services .program (Or

adopted statement authorizing outside employment, provided 'that it does

not bring discredit to the-institution-and that it does not bring the

employee into antagonism, with.. his colleagues, communitY,-or-the State

MissisSipPii.... Over the next tWo yearS the'-0E0 ?Program came-under

attack from state legislators the :governor s'office,. andjOeal;:lawyers,

who charged program staff with soliciting cases

N

to legislators were suits to desegregate Marshall County school4 and to

civil rights demonstrations.. :Particularly g;'ating

void the one-Ygar teSidence'reiluireMent fOrwelf-ar,e.,beoefits,,

In April 1960, a state. senate. committee_luiz:wd, ibe IsWrschool

dean and univexsit chancellor in a closed session. In June, eerier Lee

FOrtunethe newly inaugurated uniyersity (7bancellt, .iiltuiiisced that the

, .

'ties between the Old Miss Law School and North ,M4sissiPPI Lt Sa erViCes

will be severed.* Newspapers recounted the, political pros-oires exertod

1:114 the chancellorwitose decision was made without consulting the taw sch Oi

dean or faculty; The administration then invoked the 1%ft ompl vment reg4-

lation to halt three faculty members* part-time ivmilt to the legal

services program, though the law faculty hod voted unanimously to io-fitinu-

their joint emplOyment. Subsequent eqlnials of ,ia$_tr4 incictiss for the:

deatrand-eertaiti other faculty members led to-the, fivan',.

The Deeembe r l4119 meeting of AA: t ,c01-4,

events and recommended that. Mississippi ht suspenth,k to:. ktalIM.:,
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acallemic.tree4om and t..:ulty governance "unless atiirmative ehantes in
,

climote %crated." At the t4'1' ot a Mississippijacultv

representative-, a hearing was scheduled tore the M1.& exeturive totoittee..

the .tvprt was not contetqed, but it was noteilthat the university had

movvd:to revoke the ow:side employment rule and to reinstate dismissed

fae.4.1tv ember;;;-

A February hearing in Atlant;i investigated ,frthei charges

that AALS. pre,,turec were. not ieqlowed In the. 5.,elecrion of the uew

dean_ In re,,ipplise, the ettane+llot pledged tliat he would hencefOrth cemply

with t..edure, Ot-wever, at an .AAL$ hearing in August. state re-

strictions on capt speaker 4 renewed doubts as to Whether a favorable

A4'adttmli: iteedo,m,.%ad been restored. Ar vt aniltbur hearing

'44,1.!ler# fAinyilV Mretn!*vT fted 16 private anit 4n anonyMous steno-.

All of the, tAi'aitc: atttr.ld that they

ietrnt., tear rI thjt the i2haticellor sawid protett a(ademic freedom.

AAL"; ;:i the

443.k.ikol ntt t 1 LIAIA, it4ihoold Wit be suspended
_

rtv.'kugt'-g tte '?%:ta 4 rrul.rco,- wiliiid"bc censured for their

W.14 ;1,4k.: ;,ointintOrt6 i4titArciiI4OCkr"

1j t
. .

(..ei%- "t t Otx;,-1e" i,,` t P
sery 4:*,:s. Ttogr t

;41-r. ist4 r
,

1t ';e4ft !ht. ,1-0LO'lietrtne

hortlear Uu Loan, ol.
,n and

r417ki 4.,4 hfc.,11 q.) ;4:-AdAer.: I t Vt'
gt` r tO v .41,41 .1 jtt



sense of revenge would call for expulsion or suspension,

and that censure and surveillance are the most effective

sanctions available....

The American Association of University Professors, also in-

volved in this case, placed Mississippi on its list of censured univer-

sities-, where it remained in 1973.

St. John's University

Also censured until 1970 because of an earlier academic free-

dom and tenure case was St. John's University in Mow York. The AAUP,

American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU), United Federation of College Teachers,

the Middle StatelCommission on Higher Education, and the Roman Catholic

Church all became involved in what has been termed "one of the bitterest

34
disputer in American academic history."

,Smouldering friction between St. John's faculty and -administrators

developed from the ."growth erisigt" of the early_1960s. _ In.less than a

decade, the-stall university of the. Vincentian Fathers became the largest

Catholic university in the country- with 13,000 students in 1965. Over half

the staff had been on the faculty under five years, and 90 percent were

lays e , with: the Vincentian fathers concentrated in the

philosophy departnents.

theology and

.The AAUP goals of higher 'salaries tenure, and greater faculty

influence were unwelcome to ee administrators Of' St. John s, Wheresalaries

were the lowest of the nation's ten lap-CethdlitAiniversitiegs and tenure



was almost unknown. A fledging AAUP chapter W4,, aot heel until

the fall of 1964, when thP 'united Federation of College Te3cher...t ird

to organiie.

During 1964-65,"the AAUP and UFCT acted , concert. Att4 hath

faculty and students demonstrated agalnst the adminzstrati n. In the

4

spring of '65 the administration announced salary and 1ringe -heft, fit

increases, a aelf-st-44v, and the formation of a factilry planning council.:

Nonetheless, faculty and student criticism pers16..ted And,. in December,

the administration retaliated. The planning council WAS, 4115110hod and

32 faculty members were notified than their contraLtF wouidnOt be r.Jz..

newed; of'tbese were suspended immediately. No reasilm* were given,

but 20 of the group were union members and all I eked tenure, Frefdent

Cahill declared;

Here was this group of people trying to tear down the
foundations of tha-place,.what they wantedswas to ruin
the university as a Catholic institutii-1,. ..Tbe7tre
_battering against all the barrierssex. religion. pvIltiCs.
everything. The least we can do is fry to offer .4.ome
of counter to Chat. Then these people come a14141,1 and t441;

they re going to teach what thul want tt, tvaeh--t=amPlete
license, that's what that is! We're not going t.v have ft!

The -UFCT demanded-immeliate reIrmLote cq t. of those clismt,

and called for 4 faculty 4tellt in:,1.1n.airy. The '

a sudden influx of ltinCettt fah voted.

However,: thirty other New. York chafitv "thi,.:,tr2;n1.tet

ever tako n ;vat A.L'a gCh001:1W1. AA1 4- wh*h-4.cd

.3
traditi nally opposed tacolty 114.4.

and student not to 4i.xcept.
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functions and ehdorsed a 1940 AAUP statement on academic freedom and tenure.
//-

00emb4r Albert Meder, chairman of t4 Middle States Commission On

Aitgher Education, stated that any inipctigat4n "was not in order at this
yc

Ome. especially since the commission, as a matter of'longstandingpolicy,

.dovs not deal with the grievances of individual faculti.meMbers "37

UFCt president Israel Kugler and Father O'Reilly, president of its St.

John's chapter, charged Meder with "becoming a prejudiced partisan of the

St, John's Administration. "38

Shortly, 'however, Middle States did investigate the affair.

Its-initial report, issued in April, held that the firings were "reprP-

hensible," but that the trustees had acted "responsibly," in full awareness

of the nature and probable:consequences of their actions, and without in-

terference by church authorities. For the time being, accreditation,would

continue. "St. John s University has made grievous errors and refuses to

explain publicly the bases on which its actions were taken. But it has

explained itself to the commission....' In an accompanying letter to

the president of every institution accredited by Middle States, Metier

explained. that, on the strength of a "full confidential disclosUre"from

thaSt.John's:administrationi, can ionstientiouslyrefrajnftom-re-;

vokingaccreditatiOn..,.at.this:time: Morethan-thls we atenot"free.

say. We ...can only hope you will_have eonfidence.in.us and-therefGrv.

cheerfully-accept As-valid actions that you'manliestlyecannot Alnderst*Il

that we regretfully cannot more fully explatn."

To union president KUgl'et, thfli pv,t rbe.,

the-fact:that-Middle Staes-4ssoclattan i anottc 11:11
#.

o.
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4

administrative forces generally, who do no regard academic crimes, such

el
as St. John s where people are thrown out during the Middle of Oetester--

as having any force and effect on the accreditation of thatifnstitution.
440

The April annual meeting of the AAUP severely censured. St. John's, recow

mending that no member accept appointment theri. Middle States' failure

.either to disaccredit the university or to put iton probation lecithe

meeting to resolve that "the time is overdue for major faculty participation

in the accreditation process."

Zu the fall, a Middl States team visited the campus.

accrediting commission .receivedJstatements criticizing the university

Administration, and the commission's failure to rehUkc it from:

--A National Citizens' Committee to Defend Academic Freedom at. St. John
University, which placed a full page ad in the New York Times_ entitled
"Is Censured St. John's University Worthy of Accreditation ?" signed ,t,5,
300 faculty members.

--The St. John's student newpaper.
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thi influence of the UVCT, formerly a weak orgattrzation which had gained

prominence fags the strike4.and.it migit also seem to vitvlicate the union's

:tactics of strike, picket,,a0:boycott.

The final Middle States report, released in December 1966, adopted.

'a middle ground. ,T#e nelverhity 1425 asked to "show cause...why its accredi-
.

cation should opt he revoked and given a year to strengthen the-admitiistra-
.

i.

tive structore.,..to improve understanding on the part. of the Trustees', ad-

mini5tratioti and faculty of C.e objectives of higher edli ation -4 procedures

appropriate to their attain men and to bring the University more fully

into the ithainstrfam of American higher education... " The report stated:

AccreOtation is not an licolad.-- or certificate of merit awarded
to exemplary Lostitutions, to be temoved by the foomIsta6n when

an offense that tweafi heincru to some portion of the academic pub-

lic hae been committed. Loss of accreditation comes about.becau.se.

-of loss of educational effectiveness....thk! Collision does not
reeeve ar. institution from itt list ontiil that institution has had

ar4 opportunity to pot its affairs in order....:in Oder to show

cause.. .10 a'aore constructive method of accomplishing improvement

than the summary trwocatiOn of arcrerittstion, Indeed, it regordski

a show cause Order 44 (ompar4P1 e-fn ind to r4.vocativn and.only

;e4s_evere

AlthP:414;14 the t-,71ntA sn/.10 fit` demand', f,rpr

ft_f.tft v, 4 '714-

fr.N4i of

and
tr

t , ;11;47'1 .



In August 1967 Harry ills, former provost of the Univer,,ttv

. of Rochester, and Long Island Un ersity, long-active in Middle State--

accrediting, was installed as St. John's first Protestant academic

prcsident and provost. Under Mills, the situation greatly.improved ti

that by 1973, the university was described by one observer as a "stronger,

more democratic, better academic institution" where "a rale issup, regula-

tions are improved, and teachers have an enlightened collecgive bargaining

contract" (negotiated by the AAUP in 1972). Middle States't probation was

lifted in 1968, though "surveillince" continue& until 1972,,

Middle States' spokesmen are proud of the patient, construr e,

and effective way the association acted. AAUP representatives remain

critical of the association's slow response:

Itr1968,, the Me and the university agreed to submit four4en
...

faculty cases to binding arbitration, but only one, that of Father O'Reilly,

WAS processedvO'Reilly lost that case. Eight other cases were dealt with

iby the AAUP, mh t ph finally voted to remove St. John's -censure in,1972.

The Marjorie lObster Case

The most famous suitagaihst a regional accrediting agency also

involved Middle States.

A 'small two-year college.for women, Marjorie Webster junior CiA.-

loge, was a.Closed. corporation-ownedan trolledy descendants.. of

Webster.-,_Founded-in 1920, the.school7was authorized to grant Associate in



Arts Oegree4. by the hi9trirt of Col tbi46p4 td E ucat tzzn in 1446. It

oftered "terminal" and "ttansi courts k in se inAiepartments for lAudent!.1

fieriang aciate deicree5 or transfer credits to four-yen Instltotions,.

In 19114. Middle Stateta7; its five sister regional comPissivn-;

established the Federation a Regional Accrediting Commissions of Higher

UNciition 4TRAC4E) ta represent them in -matter5 nf.rommen interest and to

develOp uniform pult.:1;:st Atandards, and procedtwen_ A policy statement

on eligIbillty for regios41 4ccrqdltation 114ued by FRACHE that year de-
,

tlared this. "the instit tiers. should bea non-prnfic organiration with a

goyetnitis board representing the public ineeret."

ROving n chit. statement and itti own iongslanding practice,

f:tates ref4sed Marlorie Vebster* reqqest4 for evaluation because.

of the tichool"ti Os-profit stato 11.4 sogge4tion that the. school become

.nonprof it kas.rt1ettc4 by the websterm on the greond a convern

would ta the at ioinou rates lnd oblige them to currender 6 what th-y

felt wo!.. 44criminatory pctlicy,;^ in nit6t, Vebste

tvaluate

programad. An$1. At Ct.*. re berJAlp li I. FizAWicd. Ants

co unsele aRked S.ra

che. z;thool-P

_c-xAost',,Jp_airy polic

rt oeta. *044 1 tor4 4.11-0=fi. t. fT t +1:01:lege t MtNi'

4n ,vgal Atc.t 4--f-hiolt ye f i prepardit ton, A Jr

werig tri4l ;zit etut .11q.1.44,,u-1.11

. .

.The Staidle 7_3Sate refffic

g 14f4. 07.41,zrc

the n114,(gill C:v..1,1mbil,
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college was unaccredited, the argument ran, it could not compete with ac-

credited nonprofit institutions in attracting studenta;'.students void

have difficulty transferring their credits to other colleges, enrollment

4

in transfer courses would decline,'and the°school's-existence was jeopardized.

This was the first time that the antittrUst.laws had been in-

yoked in this manner.. The-ventral issue was whether Middle,States' eXclusion

restrained Marjorie Webster's trade, and, if so, whether the basis of ek,-

cluSion was f'air and defensible.

The threshold issue, however, was whether education was "trade

or commerce" within the regulatory scope of the Sherman Act. Judge Smith..

ruled that it was:

The myriad financial considerations involved in building

programs, teachers' salaries, tuitions, and miscellaneous

operating expenses attest to the commercialization which

necessarily exists the field of higher eaueition....Also

there is a co lel aspect to the sharp competition for

government and private contracts 'and the quest for research

grants. In 1967-68 institutions of higher education expended

more than $17 billion-dollarsigher education in. Ameript

tadayilosseases many of the attributes ofinibiness.,..

-the question is-not whether the, defendant. association. is

ugeged in trade but whelher plaintiff's trade has been

restrained.44 ,

The court next loOked at the for- profit exclusion to see if it was

reasonably related to the association's stated purposes oklestablishing

standards of quality and identifying institutions which achieve them."

Middle States called 26 witnesses, and Marjorie Webster, 22. Their'con-

tradictory-Opiniona On the.proilt motive in'educationechoed through the

courtroom..



Maddle SOte.ti w& toesses arguod that Ow pivfit motive

elcidsWkth tho best etic,catinnaf prat:tic-P.: -The oats ei rT .ond

prOiiiiding the best po4Aible education utilizin$..the Iota retiourcv..

iniititutian arc ine.ompatible.' %ew Schno) tit SociJA fieeasch 1

ident John R. Everctlt-att

seem les cake the educational' oat or the educationai rotivt, ieconda

....a priMary prof it mozi.

4.4

iiiiitesses also pointed to the potential lac3, f 4:ontinutty. prepttetry

institutions whose Oaracter could instantly be changed ;!.. the 014,1*-

fiat: the weak posit:on of a taculty unpr-atircted.uy ttnorc, n4 the 1

of educations/ "integrity' in an institt,;ion Onmlnated tre. Profit wtivt".
iv*

Marjorie Webster wi.tnei es testified t4t edneationll qu'llty

was not determined by 40 intitution'4 tax status. The it41:01A40t questWn

woo not whether all. but adeouatos resourcvA were devoted the educ-atteiblI

program, .,Since the profit motive fost. Ted the etticlent and Olectivo

of.resaurce5, it was an educattonal noL 4 dratotidoc-k,

In theyiew.of Vniverlitty of Chica0 ecOnomist Mi

tutions 'zooid cake a prr4iit noly by providw tev.

Ftiedm,K,,

that people

were willing to .pay for lhetcture the intercst.N prietaei ticht*I.

tended to. coincide with -I

vice, "it -woultt get, t '14

temrof-open t and

..;totere, vided -ool

ftt irk

KJudt.nt uo.o14 4r4414

educatjOn4' tkiie.proptrit.lry .oy441Ationi 0,?4(4,
Vti

to the stutienrp -413 1-1a4;7.t f-4,x

amount 0ftinds 44atiat*It: tv f)inank.v-t

funds apt -instituttons of.higher ) t r oing.

41.

A
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To argument that for-profit schools risk sudden changes of

WektsTer's witnesses replied that student upheavals had come at

.

Pub11 and nonprofit s hools, which could change overnight with the in-

augoration uf a new president, school board, or governor. 'The greatest

dange, inItitUtiona integ ity...comes from a Board of Trustees or

stJte legAlOgtr or governor. devoted to.promotion of a particular

Judge Smith eventually held that "Educational excellence is

ChAvrizined not by the method of financing but by the quality of the pro-

gram....an efficiently operated proprietary-institution could furnish

,sin excellent educational curriculiim whereas a badly managed nonprofit

corporation might tail....There is nothing inherently evil in alaking a

3 commendable in operating at a loss." The judge found that

member$hip.in Middle States yielded special advantages, and that the

Exclusion of_proprietary_institutionS did, not fUrther.the association's

06lectivt. *"Stih a1liscrimlnatqry,exclpOon withoutiiiidettei to_justify

-it musf be ha arbit ary and unreasonable. Since the criterion is

artArrary and unreasonable Webater is entitled to relief."

Webster had untended that, as accreditation was a condition
\-

igibil.itv in government programs, Middle States was performin in-

7Ilervntl,v govirrnmvntal functions. and its acts. were subject to consti utional-

leviireentof d14i ovrss. Middle States retorted that it airplay supplied

.Lo government officials as well as to private

a4t4A nt What tit y. did with it; it did not



"perform services" for any government body. umwevvr, To!LN Pelf Cut

the U.S. Office of Education testified:

Accreditation has become fundamentally speaking, :$

aspect of the Pederal_Goverement;...
Most of the major pieces of legislation provi4ej t:ct-

..an institution shall be accredited or that it t-lall havc

reasonable assurance of .accreditatiOn....
New in. 1965 and-'.66 and the early part of .6r7 rt,k

Office of Education sought to implement the."reacinable
assurance" provision.of the major pieces of legisht.tim,.

An agreement was arrived at between theOffice
Education and the six regional associations that...;thell

would provide...a letterregarding an institution which'

the accrediting associa ound to have reasonat4e AS-,7

surance that: it would become ccredited within-a rea.sonaNt.

period of time.

S

Perhaps the most convincing. evidence on ttis point came trom

an internal FRACRE statement of the rationale for its "1ourespnndent"

status:

For the past two and tine.l.half years, the six regional

accrediting associations have operated as service

agencies fop the U.S Office of Education in helping

to determine the eligibility for participation,in

erals4d.peograMs for institutions.
The.decisions.involved, in these cases.. have been math
explicitky for this purpose and have been sh.al ouly

with the VSOE through correspondenc=e related.tee.ich
institution Considered.-.. -in effect, it may 'he venstrded

that the regional accrediting associatiega. have hroken:

with their tradition of complete autonomy arid have .

beceme'party to an implied contract with the USe Ali.

This retationship.A,r4h: the VS0E-Appt-ackl
seriously altered the philosophical and operatiOlal
independenceof.the'regional a!;soclations from g(Pderb

ient_entangieterits,45

.

The court decided all key isis~ in M'a. 07'1(!

noting that,rwhile rcn _u.rs do not 'nsuilly it !fete

. _
of voluntary associations, ti .30,4( 1 c Irk 4:I



mortop,Ily power in an, area of vital public concern....[D]efendant

.a t14 An a-: ; +t, tti-governmental capacity by virtue of its role in the dis-

tribut t.on M. Federal .funds....Webster seeks merely to be given a chance

to qual)fv. but Middle States refuses even to consider its application

r recognition. The a rion is arbitrary, discriminatory and

unry

Middle States promptly appealed. It contended that the Sherman

Act 1014. inapp1icAh1e to higher education, because it was not a commercial--

ai7 tvitv; J4dge Smith had ed in viewing higher education solely in

:ir4n-A ierm;:, "reaching, research and scholarship" was its "essential

4 tivAry." Ftrn t the .i..hprman Act applied, Middle States exercised no

oirrt.ive power over Webstees educational. activities, which had not been

4.e.c naied' by nOccroditatinn, ince-its. enrollment had dplipad

t;t res Aov recent deLline-irt-thi. number of Webster applicants was

prcbatl- the-D-C-7crimee .the 1968 riots,_and.the faCt that

i4u-S.4te.AC1414. "kiieb!;ter's 19Wg catalog:. boasted that:

!t7trt Arreptf,(1 will+ advance. standing in approximately two :

it:nsitc./ ve PSI ft

1?t,6

To 4

hr, ghimAt f be coUnrry"-- 0 from one hundred in the

i'0,ntntIon that it was a voluntary, And-not

vt'ftti. I .7.4tton. Mfddlo tates cited Judge Hoffman'6"

'7.11.C4q41. "The .fai t. that-the .acts- of:th4 Agaodia-

10*-, ,ct-,iittion may have some effect underIn e

ANtanct, to studeut or colleges does not sub-



I

ject it to the constitutional 11.4ts Appli,4hlv to_govcvnr4ent-,.."

intrOductionfvf. profit7makingmembe . Middle Statcs'..argUed would' Allan&

the ngture of the associationrbeciluseJ,:he pr.sent ci nainou denominator-

"devotion .of all resources' to tmprovement in'educarton,--would be debass,d

by the desire of some members to make as much money a- pessibl,..

The Webster ApPeal'Orief argued `brat trade 4nauded "th

dering.of services exchange for _payment' and should "cover all

tions'in which men are engaged for a livelihood:" Lack of accreditation

was arestraint On WebStees trade.heCa4Se'it Affected-xts billty 10

comPetejOr-Attladents stigMatized.the school a tnfe;it, therehy -

-

.caused it irreparable `injury. .rilestraint:Or trade A.ov....*.n*A. m p de77.

on the quasi .-.govoin'intaf .thte brstruction of .trade."
-

_stated:: unlikelmost other countrie tbk,wotlit,;-(stiv-,vnited,statv.

has no ministry of education or other rentraliAvd aottritv whi.h

direct conirol over ediationalexercises

.iting'associations have undertaken this inhcreativ govvlimentat 4'OOrt,i0,

of:.establishing standards and 141iiitifyitg.thoi4 :4113eb

Achieve them...."

The three-judge Court of Appvals ruteJ

,s not applicable to Middle States cooduct-.

Jt-sis SherMa0

that Vitv-otrTh

are not suth as to warrant judicitti interfi.,rence with me 3f«redit-Ilion

-and membership policies cif MijOo, states; 444 that 4s,-4i m

fraceSS CIAUse to beapplicAbI4,,.

urden of showing irrationality

Itg, the iSt 44'

Marjarie WitziAtir. h.r-r rmt- 5uStatnva
4

rhr In fit4:,:..t:oo as appit d to
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ap kuslorle 14"h*eKtrr. "r t at
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,

41.1114-Afe4 laws, "tallnred,...f(r tbe business world, not

for the'rnon,,ct**rcial iTcts:of lit0a1 arts and the ie4rned pro-

.

"ttyt the de ire tOr

1profitT.Mllght influenc4 educatlonal goal in subtle'.ways

Alfficult to detect.. & tandj-destructiyer itbith-e long run of thy

. _

atmosphere of At- adeckp inguA ry*i which appellants atan a s for

44.6

slu:reditation seek to ,tot4tdr..
,

-4

tlus the court reversed Judge SMath a the arm Court
o

dubsequently refUsid -to review the case.-

1971, the Webfner family sold the school to two

held lentiElea. the Ilniver$4tY.Rellent0 GorPqrAti,onsMnd the,

fart44-COrPOT4tiOn. f.+ r' 52 -tit 11 toil.- II RC:he Id govermiterit:Con-
.,

t44c03-(0 devv1°P-t*31,11PR'PrAgraM14 IPt health paranrofeAalonals

_

147?. 1+411..01 theoo.p 41irlim-woro loosed on the WO:toter

141i, .00,1Y ,t0 11.0tielit. remained 4t .atto0e Nehfiter 'many of

4pporent ty 4uP t rtir I Isoc e 'Von- an, outdated' -catakog

41.4 .retlerA . 7:11.10gcd awnerohlp or ,Itick of

Jria t,at t
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Higher Education, Florida State University, Tallahassee, 1972, pp. 7-12.

6. New York Time, February 7, 1950,
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Direetory until 1969 and in Accredited Postsecondary Institutions
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(...?Ups#a......._...ndUniv..eisiness, February 1972, p..29.

9. The following account of NEAA is drawn from the Federal

Trade ommission hearings before examiner Walter K. Bennett, FTC

Docket No 8820, November 16+24, 1.70.
- 10. Federal Trade COmmis ion, Final Order re Ohio Christian

College, Docket No. 8820, m4y 19i 1972.

I.I. "Mail Order College, Newsweek, July 26; 1965, p. 86.

12. The Reverend Rt. Keck, Internakional General Super-

intendent of the Calvary Grace Christian Churches of Faith,. Inc.,

anJ Langdon established contact sometimes in the. early 1960s.

While setting up his church /and accrediting association, Keck created

Faith Bible College, of which he was president and granted himself

Bachelor of Arts and Bachelor of Divinity ddgrees. NEAA accred-

ited two of The Reverend. Dr. Keck's colleges, which conferred

degrees on Langdon, his wife, and others without any resident study.

'4 "43. Ohio Christian College,' Docket No. 8820, Hearing,

op. cit.., pp. 224-25.
14. Harry Franken; "Injunction Cites Phoney School, "--

Citizen Joel-flat, January 18, 1972,.p. 15.

15. The foilegoing account and quotations are'draten from

the recommendations of hearing examiner Andrew-C. Goodhope, in

LaSalle Extension University, Federal Trade Commission Docket No. 5907,

October 19, 1970.
16. Final Order re.LaSalle Extension University, Federal

Trade CommiSsion Docket No. 5907, June 24, 1971.

17. Petition to Review an. Order of the'Federal Trade tom-
misAion filed by LaSalle EXtension University, U.S,. Court of-Appeal ,

Seventh CirCuit,wSeptember 1972.
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19. FTC. Docket No. 8820, November 19704 P. 351.
AL- Jessica Mitfordx "Let Now Famous Writers,

Atlantic, July 1970. Unless otherwise.noted,.subsequent quotations
in this section are drawn from this article.

21. April 10, 1974 letter ffom William M. Goode, Sacra-

imento, Calif.
22.. _Assurance of ,NV1untary:CoMpliance from:FamoUS ArtiseA_

Inc.,'FederalTrade CommisSiOni:July 29, 1969.
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s, it to the adrilsiLt_

Itwy fat. at one se:hci yt were wel-

4r,.tV 11.)1, Vntarie t'eL.er ftrary College offered a two-

.

long .-+f-tor other eolleges had a4opteil a hive7year standard;

. r 0.at applicant mtist he able to read and write, but that

reiuirtrent as wa:ved tntr qe beginning Cf the second year. Many

America sruclets enrolled first at Ontario and then completed their

training in the States. At the two-year schools of the 1:880s and

*4; students heard re same lectures twice, sitting on the front

2

benches as Juniors and Ole back ones as seniors.

One factor ihat slowed the growth of formal education was

the "eVery man his own-vet attitude-6f farmers. The Bureau of Animal

industry's handbooks bti animal dlieasei helPed many to do-without-a vet-

erinarian. County agricultural agents also performed, or attempted to

perform, certain-veterinary functions.

In 1908, more than 800 burea0 treterinart45. were eng4;iA:limeat

inspection and other efforts to eliminate animal 4Icea-;04,

10 .

*

menu of Agriculture be ate thprin .mploye

became increasingly tone

Secretary of Agiculture Appoirre

e

t Pt-p art -

alum of veterinary.i:Wlege. .1i1 to 4:i

graduates for the civtt



#.-ma

secrvItae:ies (4 ;ITC' Atietil.i VeferIvtar; .74,14H AN.,0.-i4tionand

Ai4soetai itiit of r
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hours, Grinding 150 hours of clinical instruction. The at--

r*-dtred ' I leAes iisted in the pamphlet were not graded, mere

alphaSeilled; a numher.of foreign colleges were included..

The National Defense Act of 1916 authorivd the formation

V

of an Army. veterinary corps and the commissioning of veterinarians in

the grades of second lieutenant through-major provided they had grade'

area from "a recognized Veterinary college or university"; noncommissioned'

ranks were provided for under general orders. At the peak in October

1918, the' Army hid 18007 veterinarians, two-thirds of whom served bver-
.

seas. Sixteen enlisted personnel were assigned to eac/1 400 animals.

.- However, Som.*. 60,009 animals'were appptently acquired by the American

Expeditionary loice before a veterinary hospital was opened. More than
- .

a year after American troops arrived in France, veterinary serviees

emained

diseases

inadequateasLindicated by a high inrfdenre of 'v
.

.among the animals..

One work-attributes the improvement in educat. is nal titand.ir

immediately after the war.-to. orders of the ArMy surgeon penerA who*
,,

. .

. . -
1.938' requited at least tvo Years and in 19;0i four of` U-li for

high4chool for veterinary students to he_.he exempt d' frott military start 4%.0.

As a conseqUince, private vererinAr-4 collegev. wh )h, had dwninated thy

"Aietic4n Veterinary. Medical ASsoCiatioti toppled-, or.t ai ter: aria

leaving all veterinary educati n pub1frry suppt+ti >d

The Army 4 Wartime mands f-61. vrt

. . .

relYtxation i.n tht;.%chuels requ tetpenrs 167-0

t bit f

riti 4r ..F

,
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A% L bill, wished t' &troll exceeded the capacity

New schools were e ahlished and, by 1972, a total

in the U.S. and

list of app

bureau v rinerians . The schools weremevaluated by means of mailed
.

For

nada. 4"

of veterinary sctaq

of 22 were accredited

many years, ,the Bureau of Animal Industry publ sheif the only

vets foreign schools, whose graduates codtd apply for 'jobs, as

quest
r

naires, pd rsonal knowledge,of-Veterinhrfans In the United StateA

and statements of agricultural attachZs of the.caintiteS where the schools

. .

are situatA , and, whenever possible, by personal visits by members of

the Coanittee on Foreign Educatioy. Starting tai 1950, the American Voter-
.

inary Medical Association published and peiAodically revised its own list

of foreign veterinary colleges deemed Comparable to U.S. schools, which

it had been accrediting since the 19i0i. The bureau's list of foreign

schools differed from the association's and the validity of both was

dehatobL Regular inspections were difficult, and impossible for school

behind the Iron.. Curtain_whose graduates sought U.S, emPloYmeot._ Yit a

T.third list"of foreigirschools-UasmaintaincUbythe Army, as liguide to

the onunissioning of Veterinarians. In, 1973, the AVMA replaced. its earlier

list with one developed b' a.system similar to accreditation', with a form of

self4tUdY.

"approved" ratherthan "accredited," a term reserved forty:S. and Canadian

schoCils

a site visit. `However, foreign-achoola-were

r.

The AV?IA was.inclUde&on the Commissioner of:PdUcation s list

tecogniz 'accrediting agenciet published in 1952 under :the terms of

the Korean 'G.1. Bill. and on the first last of recognized agencies issued

by the National Commission on Accrediting four year later. Only to 1957



app r+ I. dia 1 a !-3.1ri Jr$4-1114,11. ,-;,4 Intl. " it 4 4 eIrr4

aectdsntal t' t jr. *ft gT1.:"..11tLrtc.WS;;,;44:-C.:

-'inary tichoo-is--and had hvon dotng so tot!' f iftv !ic,ark,4. it t4.1ok four

A

mert years to onclude tOe negotiatsonc uhich NCA thero:Ton initiated

I Ala lad tbs. Civil.
4..-.

.to tertO:n4te this acts -VitV

roiv

have tit:. a

rcescalation5 f4re,

port Thv-4t.1

Wed by the., tact- that rat 7t ag t{ t. rians* the.
,

Agriculture iinn Army -gepartmots ere reprt-stmte!d copactit,

the 3SSOS. tat ion. thfOr .t .`earn 'Ap'r 14,14.4 1k' 41

six AV1MA pres:ide.r4:R 'am!. thc,,P4r7..... -7:4-r±er

cots tc.1 1.. o etigs.catto .one'.14tas igpaLvdjo r!1:7

-a

.. .

zlj 1 itiwv i anct pu,.i i C' t"ora It i--t .ivjt17,4-4- esliet"'-'.ivelit,-,, lit. AVY:11, ,,str 1

.. ..
....,,_

cultu ,u 4( 4 t.11.-,- 'tf terfts,.ir^: -..e %iv. Ili-, -.1,
_k s. s 1:'C7.-.0:i-X-.

tit'.

1crigi,. -shIst' It- mei,' alter ki *I r I, (4,:tk a ' 41:11 tt,.t z-otW*.! i it'r,'.1 k..- Of E !4:'.. .. .. .

.rivii :Fwrvf4. g.. , Voinrvis-;. t %in
1:,4

1::::;,0 'i i f A .-.,,. t 1 ..7.4-. -..-t anirar ''.

t .

:t!: 4rt4:

1.01091 r, rettioto :1140 14; v4 A} 4..A 114,1.V ,

- t,,r -vir: < 74:it

IV; V.A. "ri';

,V; NT

"ve-teliTt4r,

, It

a

r

e i

4*4

1:4 t



-566-

!,v 1 itt-ai) who A veterinarian; that

tar lot's; that t11 id, ilitios be

:1!
st;i4f,ut,entolled; and that the curricyIum

or tvA IT 4co,hmli- V0Ars of 12 i.:veks, each with 'bt

cf veterinary schobis by
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r

A4riz.-Jittire. IIT:predeil similar accrediting by the Amer-
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About 7,111, -triv pr.ictit on r empkweti pIrt-time h. ARS on a fee

b.i44i4 in regOator a). it s of 4 vetrinary cbarticter....Many addition-

yetefinarianti engafe4 in priVate practice hive been Federally accredited

rttn official regulatory functions.. :raking into considerationto nerform c

all ph Se5 of TgpiWrV veterinary.Aledieine.t the ARS has a direct responsi-

-114.ry in the tILiVir,atiOnn,-of approximately-two-thirds:of the veterinarians

4n thii United Staten. .This explains Oje interest taken by the Department

conc'rning the manner in which veterinary- educatIonis conducted both in

(7 Con ensun ofVriel.7n-Veld by..Committee Memhershiprountry and ahtead7

asta coPt.111Pa';'ion

(tor:

V terlwzry Education .Committee'i,JUne 14, 1957 memorandum

Mingie, AgiiculturalReseareh--Serviee,: toTM. R. Clarkson Deputy

Administrator:. ARSI'i

IF
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1. See Olaf Schttrzkol.).1 ; f

Review, t)cr cher 1 '-v1k.; ,
2. See Louis A Mr.') it .1-nd f?' 7:-

tiiAtory nf the United Slates, Vetet itt;$6.- the .'

pp. 331-2.
Report and Ree.40imendac ions RtyNar 4 r.. .z

United State's, Bureau of. AniMal Indttstrv, Derart71.1tt 4;1 :sou.

,Circular 133, .July 6, 1908.
- 4.. ReAplatiOnS.-POYerning.f.tit Le-

anlirl912,, Bureau of ,nlmal, Industry. 17.F.. Art.:%731THrt ;

C4..reular .150-.1909, g. 1..

5. Evertt .13., Miller, r. Aria'%Fettr.irtv
Office of the Surgeon i;eneral, Devitt' tmer t hi- Army, )941 -;-2 ,

6. Merillat and Campbell, op. ,r: i 4. 1-
1. Regulations Covernitte_ ntrance t..cv the

.
.

ination, Office of the Secretary, U.S. Department "At Ai:ri.r.441.r.14..,,, tHiLN.

8. R, E. Rebrassier, "rerer4nary Medical rifpar 1

Blauch , ed. Accreditation in Ili ghe_r_rdu.r t ion . It .1"

g. 218.
9. Ib4., p. 215.

10. The Agricultural t,;ervicv,
time veterinarians... .ost of thesv ',ire engaged in regt..13/..0,7-7;
pertaining to food inspection and the control and eraluttlrli,-3
diseases....1'n addition to these full-time veterirt3ry t!.4 7- .*,! ...-

about 1,000 private gract itionyr,y emploved gar t -t
in regulatory activities of a vett: r 4141 v
veterinarians engaged in grivate act It=4-1.* ::";

perform certain .o,f f fetal regulatory y eutc !caw., tett.iY

allbghases of regulatory ,veterinary. medicine, the.,

bil.itv in the Aualif icat iolv..,o,f....tpproxtmateiv ,t,0- f.:.v.tr

in the United States. ThIs xp LaIu: th& in
concerning the manner lfl -whfUi mit. e1u Ui

this country and 'abroad" ,.(Convn...04,4. View.s.11401A .1%77.114't

on Continuation of Veter I nar*..... -dm , !!^,i4-;

free C. K. Mingle Agricultural -
AdminiS.t.ra.tor, AR) ._
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The university, whose slogan 0 "The World is Our Campus,"

qeel(s an individual approaeh in which students are not regimented, the

setting is iron-eumpetitive and individual study Is emphasized. All of

this is possible because students do not attend classes. B sayS that

tht-r is no set length of time for each course; since this tends' to Iet

studerpts drift, a three-month standard has beeni set for each c'o'arse, but

-this can he lengthened by request.

The University of K is in trouble because it has only 140

attive students. Some 300 applicants might enroll if the university's

legitima v were affirmed. Not that B would use a word like ''Legitimacy";

he does admit that the future is uncertain, for how dOes one establish

credibility for .a` new and innovative institution when things seem to

4e ,:tacked again$t it?

woItY:

His a,count ,finds something like thisand his candor is note

04:y-opened to February 497 chartered .under

aw .1,-; a nonprofit i stituti t. In March, 31 students arrived_

1;avi:W pait a !,;20 evaluatio n foe plus $Z0 for each de gradiete quari,r

hol,tt.. The unfve

r,,,ot.rff

sitli promptly applied fer membershill in th.e. state

1..6tt 151- 4;01 lege§ an
-universiries.--After sending.in_a team

tfte university, the at;sochttion rcifitcd tho

cat 1.1n to thi,
n1"4"01.s.t.7-7atiot trgistr;

6tiivetAty applied t

t C1111 t ,1 1. 1 ei

ti
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!garland, then Commissioner of Education, had promisedllto send some

-official to visit the university and investigate the i.ituation.

Indeed, B thqught the interVitewer might be the heralded messenger.

With three private associations rebuffing the new univer-

sity.and no positive response from- the U.S Office of Education, there

remaiied the charter *ssui'd by the state. It so happens that this -state

has been a haven for diploma mills, and B knows it. It is an unfortunate

coincidence, he explains, that his university-without-walls happens to be,

located in a state where it might mistaken for a degree mill. He
-,..

acknowledges thatathe university attempted' a doctoral program but drop-

ped it in favor of concentrating on bachelor's prpgrams and a master's,

prWrily in marketing and administrItion. The undated current Univev.

city of K bulletin emphasizes associate and bachelor degrees rather

than graduate work.

Cooling in its hospitality to diploma Mills, the state enacted

a law in 1971 evtablishing new minimum standards administered by anew

_ board for' licensing private. colleges. Under the original law regionally

accredited inatitutions and those whose credit Was accepted by three

accredited institutions were exempt from licensure. Howelter, upon applying

for exemption under the latter provision, President B learned that it had

never been'utilized by the state board and had subsequently been deleted

by the legislature. Thus, lacking accreditation, the University of K
4

had no legal alternative but to .apply for a state license.. One of the

requirements for a license is a financial statement.. As B put it, this



llama t consuming business .%,tdtEl. the certified financial audit was

couple ed only "last week." Also, speaking frankly he says that the

financial. picture` is not too good because the lack of a license or

accreditation or approval for veterans (which cannot be obtained- before

two years of operation) keeps away students and income.

Its bulletin states that the nonprofit university is de--
a

peickent *upon endowments, grasp, contributions, and tuition .payments,

but B' indicates that no grants or contributions have yet been received.

About $5,000 in "endowments" have been spent and none have been invested.

Other available funds, B volunteers, have included $20,000

in loans, of which he contributed $10,000 and a student, $5 000. the

student, be explains, is a 68-year-old women who is also a weber of the

Board of. Trustees« "Why.just last week,ihe returned from her summer

*-home in Michigan," remarks Edward S. listed the catalog as Director,

Aiademie Affairs. "She called me and alle,is ready to start again. She

wants to take a course in medieval history from me and we are ready td

-start."

What qualifications does S have to teach medieval history?

"Well I'm not really qualified for that, even though IdN;;; a master's

in political science-from the University of Connecticut. But I use this

very good text from McGraw-Eill--maybe you know it. It is part of a

series and provides a :very good overview, so she will get a good idea

of the Middle Ages. She is very enthusiastic."

S goes on to display a letter with excerptt of statements of

praise 'from . Sat iatled tudentS« .0Tie 1.8_ from T....M.; who,. is. head'.of



Municipal institution and needs a bachelor's degree to hold his job. He

is now so pleased that he is planning,to go on for a master s. M's file

Shows that the university allowedr6im 176 eyed urs for military

service "life experience" and courses taken elsewhere; he had to take an

additional-16 credit baits at K. ("We used to require 192 quarter hours "

days Preside& B, "tut nOW only require 180. It's a lot of work to con-
.

vert semester hours into quarter hours.") Wmay have gone to all the

schools reported by B, but the file documents at Most 82 units. fin a

December 15, 1972 letter commenting on a draft of this report, B writes,

"Your are mistaken about [P. M.'s] credits. His transcipts from and

Colleges shaw 78 semester hours which, converted into quarter bouts,

is 117; three semester hours 'at College is four-and-a-half,quarter

hours, plus four credits from the Board of Parish Education from the

Church and four credits awarded by University total 129.5 under-

graduate, quarter hours credits. Additional credits were awarded for

military service, his life experience as head of the COunty Parental

and Juvenile Home and oche specialized schools. "]

B explains that Muss one of their first students, record-

keeping was pook,.and the case is atypical. Plainly, M is a satisfied

student. He allows the university to quote him and decIares.that he

found.the courses very convenient because he could study on his own

instead of -having.to attend schedu ed el sses-Wilich might be interrupted

by an eierg9ncy on the job. "It is not a correspondenee school,-you

know; I enjoyed it and I knew It was not fully accredited." M: mentions



that his degree is useful, because be now supervises three facilities

and has some Ph.D.'s on his staff. Re adds that he attended several

colleges; "you know they never did send all of.those tran;iripts but

I must have taken. between 90 and a hundred units."'

B extracts the file of another student, C. who As. he .says

good- example. C was admitted in June.1972. IT; letter of admissiOn

4

states that he is typical of students who have lots of credits from dif-

ferent schools, ,more than the number required, and that the University of

will award him a B.S.-degree if he takes the 24 units required to

round out his 'education. However, the university will waive the 24 unit

requirement and settle for 14 units if he .registers for 45 additional

quarter units for a Master of Science degree. The letter is signed by

Edward S.

Why the tie-in sale? "That's wrong," S agrees. He does not re-

member signing the letter and-quickly. explains that the decision was

made by an admissions person "who is no longer with us." B, on the

other hand sees nothing wrong with the letter. "That's one of our

rules" and he thinks it is a rule. Perhaps a bachelor's degree

ought to )recede a master '.s. degree
. .

and perhaps it._need not....

However, the university was "innovative enough in other areas without in-
11.

sisting.on this additional innovation.

b suggests another "good example,' Mts. G a registered nurse.
A

-file contains :a very recent undated letter of admittance giving

credit for some three'years.of-prior education and spelling out the re-

7maining_ceurses .t6._ he, taken; the. photocopy of :-/i; -transcript signed -by Siiitet
T; and an unsigned notification from a. community college that Mrs. C has



taken seven units in a course related to nursing.

Now does the university know that these transcripts are

trustworthy? Good question, says B.: the university accepts these in,-

formal documents for the time being while the students write for

official transcripts. But Mrs. 0's letter of admission is not tentatime,

or-conditianaUlt states that the university has evaluated the-records

submitted.and is'giving credit for them. Also lacking in the file is

any evidence to link the transcript, which is in one name, perhaps a

maiden name, to the letter of admission, which is in Mrs: 0 a married

name, though the first name and the middle initials coincide.

Again, B and S concede that the two files are not in good

shape,,but they say that the students and the studeits' performance are

really betttr thajt--ttafiles might indicate. After all, this univer-

sity-without-walls emphasizes a "one-to-one" relationship between faculty

and students.

No, thiii are no entrance examinations.

Yes, we do require a high -sdhoolAiploma.

Yes, students can enroll by. mat] no interview is required.

etudentdoes not visit, we get suifiCient information to evaluate

his major. Leading choices are marketing management, psychology,. and

sociology, which seems to suit many nurses.

Some studints.get their feea reimbursed by theft-enployers, such

as the National-Aeronautics and Space Administration and the nearby

U.S. Naval Station. Federal funds? Yes, also the state Power Co., Mont-

. omery-Ward. Westinghouse', and other companies says B.



The University Bulletin lists a large cluster of courses in

Christian education,.religion, and the Bible; these, according to B,

are dormant. It lists a faculty with few advanced degrees but some marks

of business and religious competence. The bulletin is not pretentious

and makes no extravagant claims; it speaks of a program designed for

"the' highly motivated, mature person who CAN and WILL organize his tine

and energy to meet the high standards of TODAY'S university."

Though the University of X is without walls, its house

organ featuresa photo of a large office--without mentioning that the
4

university was merely a tenant. It has now moved to suburban L ,

where it occupies one large cheerful' room' shared by President B, Atademif

Director Edward S, a secretary, a duplicating machine, a coffee machine,-

and architectural.drawings.for a. new. suite of offices.

The university has awarded eighteen baccalaureate degrees,

seven master's, and One associate. B says that he received a bathe/cps

of science. degree from 'Southern - College and startecIsraduate-vork

is economics- but 'I didn't `make it" 4Commenting on-this quotatiOn B

-writes 'I began amaster'sprogram,-butiqfleftlt because :Ofpersonal
1 1,

reasons, not because 'I didn't make

Tomorrow., says.. B., he is off to talk merger;.he-:doeit not want to

say with whom because two previous sets of negotiations have fallen

through.. ".Our merger partner already:has a self-study [i.e., independent:

study] program and the University of K may disappear altogether."

[President B writes: "...the true proof of whether or not we

are really a diploma mill is in the work'fhe students do, their assignments,



their examinations, their meetings with professors and the backgrounds

of' theprofessors...

"There is nothing to be gained, one way or the other, by your

report ,as we have now become part of another university's system. Even,
though we could dissolve the University of K our agreement is that

444...UK's debts are to be honored and its students are to be given a re-

evaIwition by the 'parent' university and credit for all monies paid to

'date.\

"We have made our share of mistakes, mainly because we had
#

to go lirough a trial and error proce,krdwe had no precedent to follow,

but one thing is certainWe believe in our concept and we try to do it

to the ibest.of our ability. We have never said a diploma and have never

allowed .a student to 'merely go through the motions! in' accomplishing,

his.reqUired studies.".",



AnPendix Iv. Accreditation and Federal Funding

Harold Seidman

[The following paper. was prepared by Harold Seidman,

Professor of Political Science at the University of

Connecticut, for a discussion on accreditation and

eligibility for eNeral programs held at the Brookings

-4stitution in October 1972.)

Issue

Should eligibility tor funding under various Federal programs

be limited to educational'institutions accredited by national voluntary

agencies or associations which are recognized by the Commissioner of

Education "to be reliable auttiority as to the quality of training offered

by an educational institution"?

Background
/

Accreditation was devised in the United Stetes as a means by

which educational institutions and professional associations could eatab-

lish standards and conduct self-regulation on a voluntary basis without

government ,restraint or direction. The principal objectives of accsedita-

tion as enumerated by William K. Selden,.were to (1) certify that an

institution or program met-standards established by the accrediting

association; (2) assist prosPective students in ,identifying acceptable

institutions and to-assist institutions in deterMining acceptability of

transfer credit; (3) create goals for improvement of weaker programs;

(4) involve faculty and staff in planning and self-evaluation process; and

(5) protect institutions against harmful internal and external pressures,

particularly political interference.



r
The use of accreditation as a test for determining eligibility

for. Federal assistance is a comparatively recent development. No reference

P to accreditation is found, for example, in the Smith-Hughes Act of 1917

and several mubsequent laws authorizing Federal assistance for vocational

educatton. Eligibility waai,in part made contingent on inclusion in the

approved state plan of minpum qualifications for teachers, teacher-

trainers, supervisors, directors and others responsible for carrying out

the Federally-assisted program.

What has now come to be almost "boiler-plate" language with

respect to accreditation first. appears in the Veterans Readjustment Act

of 1952. To receive benefits;,eligible veterans were required to enroll in

courses offered by educational institutions approved by the State appraving

agency. The State approving agency could appi-ove courses when (1) Such

courses had been accredited and approved by nationally recognized accredit-

ing agency or associatiorq (2) credit for such approved'by

the State Department of Education for credit toward -4 high schoOl diploma;

or. (3)- such courses were accepted by the State Del/artment of Education- far

credit for a teacher's certificate or a teachers degree. The Commissioner

of Educatien vas direeted to publish a list of natiopally,recognized

accrediting agencies and the State approving agenciet were authorized to

utilize the-accreditation:bv-iuCh.igedcies for Course:enerovalState approv-

ins agencies were also authorized to approve non-accredited courses provided

that 14 criteria. specified in the - law.. (38 U.S.C. 1776) were met.
P

Provisions establishing accreditation as one of the criteria for

eligibility and directing the Commissioner of Education to publish lists

of recognized accrediting agencies .are now to be found in the National



Defense Education Act of 1958, Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963,

National Student Loan Insurance Act of 1965, Higher Education Act of 1905,

War orphans Educational Assistance Act of 1965, Health Manpower Act of

1968, Vocational Education Amendment of 1968, Nurse Training Act of 1968,

and Omnibus Crime Codtrol and. Safe Streets Act of 1968.

The provision was included in the Veterans Readjustment Act

of 1952 primarily as a means of protecting the veteran against victimization

by a diploma mill. The Federal government was concerned with assistance

to the veterans, not to educational institutions. For the same reason the

provision was included in War Orphans ASsistance Ac and National Student

Loan Insurance Act. Under
41
other laws Federal assistance has as its objective

the su

for i

port of educational institutions and accreditation is a requirement

titutional eligibility.

While these lawt.define an'eligible in titution" 'to bean

accredited.institution,,the Commissioner normally is authorized to waive

the-requirement when he determines that there is,no nationally recognized'

accrediting agency. Under such circumstances he May utilize an advisory

committee. to evalUate the program or employ the three letter rulejletters_

from three accredited institutions that they will accept credits for transfer

An institution may, also be deemed to be accredited if the CommiSsioner .

determines that within a reasonable time it will be_able to meet accreditation

standards.. Jive advisory committee approach and three letter rule hAve been

employed infrequently.

The language of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act

is less restrictive. It incorporates by reference the language in the.



Higher Education Act of 190 "subiect to such modificailons and exten.

as the administration may determine to he appropriate."

Under the Manpower Development and Training Act of 1965 the st te

agency assumes by agreement responsibility "for continuous supervision of

the training programs....to _Insure the quality and adequaey of the training

provided" 42 U.S.C. 2601 (3) . There is no reference to accreditation.

Accreditation is not specified as a condition for eligibility for institutions

of higher education to receive grants from the Office of Education for the

operation of institutes to strengthen the ,teaching of the arts and humanities,'

or the sifa grant college program-administered by the .National Science Foundation.

An eligible institution to recOve grants for the sea grant program is defined

As any` public or private institntion,of higher education which has major

programs devoted taincreasing.our-nation'S-utilization.of the wor marinp.

resources,

Discue ion

.To continue to:destribethe_present.sy:4tem of accreditation as

a "voluntary system" is to ignore reality. William K. Seiden states:

"not only can no institution. run the risk of being ineligible for federal

grants, it likewise must comply with requirements of accreditation in order

that its alumni will be eligible for various governmental positions and

Other benefits. Accreditation ls no ,longer. voluntary." This development

has profound implications for the government, the public educational

institutions and the accrediting associations themselves.

The Congress, in effect, has delegated to private. associations

the power to control access to Federal program. The delegation of

a



legislative power to private aswoc.iations without regard to statutory,

standards raises serious questfans both of coohtitutiOnality and public

policy. -InScheeter PoultrylAt.'vs. Mired States (2 V, U.S. 49.5) the

Supreme Court held title the National InduStrial Recovery Act to be

unconstitutional. beeause,it delegated legisl tye,power to. the President-
,

"without standard or rule, to be dealt with as he oteased." In a concurring_
. _

opinion Justice 'Cardozo characterized the de legated pOwer'ast"neonfined

and vagrant."

CongresS:clearly ha', not preicribvd a standard.ortest to guide

and control reci,gnized accrediting agencies in the.exeteictf their'

'discretion.- The statutes employ the..erm-accredltation as IC it had a

precise, commonly understood meaning. The prescribed standards apply only

to the. recognition Oraceteditirig ageheiew, not to standatds of aecreditatiOn.-

Each association has been left with unrestricted authority to prescribe

-Standards These .differ from one association to another and sway be remotely .

related.to the statutory, .objective "assuring thequality...of training.

'Some safeguards would he provided, If the vo.ier were delegated

to a public ageneY.' -But as private ass clatinnSp.the accrediting Agencies

are not subject to the procedural rules 'Aid down in the Administrative

Procedures Act. The legal remedies available to an institution which

has be n denied accreditation arbitrarily are uncertain.

Serious inequities m47 result. Certainclasses of institutions

may he excluded from the benefits. of Pederill programs, even when there is-

m clear congressional Intent to do so. To tell proprietary institutions-.

such as Marjorie Webster College that their only recourse is to organize.

their .oWn accrediting association hardly.seesis to he satiafaCtory answer.'

.;

I
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/

The accrediting agencies cannot at one and the same ime argue ,,

successfully that they shoule perform public functions t should be free

of public control. Under the revised criteria for re agnition of accrediting

'agencies proposed by the Office of Education; agencies ould be required to

conform to government standards with respect to (1) scope of operations;

(2) organization; (3) procedures; (4) accountability; (5) responsiveness

to the public interest; (6) observance of due process; (7) enforcement of
1,

ethical practices; (8) relibility; and (9) 'autonoh. These types of

detailed requirements are the inevitable concomitant of the exercise of public

41,!.pAitt;

power.

The proposed criteria also raise an issue concerning the propriety

of compelling private accrediting associations to act as law enforcement

agents of the Federal government in areas only indirectly related to. the

quality of education and training. To obtain recognition, accrediting agencies

must demonstrate a capability to "foster" standards with respect to such

matters as nondiscriminatcry practices in admissions and employment and

equitable student tuition refunds. If it is legitimate to delegate to private

associations authority to determine eligibility for Federal funding, can it

then be argued logically that it is illegitimate to delegate to such

associations responsibility to assure compliance with Federal laws and policies?

Thereis a genuine fear that Government established standards

of erigiLilitv could well represent a step toward Federal control of education.

Present arrangements do not wholly eliminate this risk. If as a condition

for recognition the Federal government se!-: the standards for accreditation,

the Federal .overnment is controllinv. edhcation. rtilization of private

accrediting agencies to enforce the Federal standards tends more to preserve



- 569 - .

the appearance than the substance of voluntary self-regulation. If the

Federal government does not'prescribe standards, then the delegation of power

to the accrediting agencies is subject to legal challenge. This then is

the dilemma.,'Is it possible to devise a system which preserves the autonomy

and independence of the accrediting agencies without sacrificing public

accountability and control?

O
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[Appendix V. The first criteria and list of accrediting agencies
cognized by the U.'3. Commissioner of Education, 1952, as published in
the Federal Register, Oct. 4, 1952, pp. 8929 -30,]

FEDERAL SECURITY 'AGENCY

OFFICE OF EDUCATION

Nationally Recognized Accrediting
Agencies and Associations

CRITERIA AND LIST

The Commissioner of Education is required under section 253 of
the Veterans' Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 (66 $tat. 663, 675),
known as Pubeic Law 550 of the 82d Congress, to publish. a list of
nationally recognized accrediting agencies and associa4ons which he
determines.to be reliable authority as to the quality of training
offered by an educational institution. \The following criteria for
determining nationally recognized acc4iting agencies and.associaticns
have been evolved afterconsultation withan advisor4, group of educa -

tors. These criteria are presentl?effective but may nevertheless he
modified as necessary or appropriate. For this purpose and in
accordance with accepted procedures, interested accrediting agenciai
and associations are invited to submit suggestions and criticisms to
the Commissioner of Education not later than forty-five (45) days fry
the publication of this notice in the FEDERAL REGISTER.

CRITERIA

The agency or association

1. Is regional or national in the scope of its operations.
.(Regional as here used means several States);

2. Serves a definite need for accreditation in the field in which
it operates;

3. Performs no functions that'might prejudice its independent
judgment of the quality of an education program;

4. Makes available to the public current information covering:
(a) criteria or standards for accreditation, (b) reports of its operations,
(c) a list of accredited institutions, courses or educational programs;

5. Has an adequate organization and effective procedures, to maintain
its operations on a professional.asis. Among the factors to be con-
sidered in this connection are that the agency or association:
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(a) Secures sufficient and pertinent data concerning th'e qualitative

and quantitative aspects of the work of an institution, including data on

Such items as the educational objectives, educational programs, admission

practices, training. and experience of teachers, financiarstability, labora-

tory and library resources.

(b) Uses qualified examiners to visit institutions and Anspect

courses, programs and facilities and who prepare written reports and re-
. commendations for the use of the reviewing body--and causes such examina-

tion to be conducted under conditions that assure an impartial and objective

judgment.

(c) Re-evalues at reasonable intervals the accredited institutions,

programs and courses of study.

(d) Has financial resources as shown by its current financial state-

ments, necessary to maintain accrediting operations in accordance with

published policies and procedures.

6. Accredits only institutions which are found upon such examina-

tion to meet specific. standards for accreditation, established in advance

in terms that include the factors above described.

7. Has had not less than two years' experience as an accrediting

agency, or in the alternative demonstrates to the satisfaction of the

Commissioner that it has been organized under conditions that reasonably

assure stability and permanence and that it has gained the acceptance re-

quired under 8 below during such shorter period.

8. Has gained acceptance of its criteria, methods of evaluation,

and decisions, by educational institutions, practitioners, licensing

bodies and employers throughout the United States;

9. Assurance is given that accreditation for the purposes of the

act will not be conditioned on the payment of any sums of money: Provided,

however, Thata reasonable charge may be made by the agency or association

for its services hereunder not exceeding the actual cost of the iccredita-

tion.

(LIST' 1)

The following list of nationally recognized accrediting agencies and

associations which have been determined to he reliable authority, in the

field which each represents, as to the quality of training offered by an

educational institution is issued as required by section 253 of the Veterans'

Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952. This list supersedes the provisional

list dated August 8, 1952, distributed to state Approving agencies on

August 12, 1952.
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Regional Adciediting,Associations

Middle States Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools.
New England Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools." °

North Cential Association of Colleges and SeCondary Schools..
Northwest Association of Secondary' and Higher'Schols.
Southern Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools.
Western College Association.

National Professional,Accreditia_Azencies
and Associations

Accrediting Association of Bible Institutes and Bible Colleges.
American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education.
American Association of Collegiate Schools of Business.
American Association of Theological Schools.
American Bar Association.

American Council on Education for Journalism.
American Council on Pharmaceutical Education.
American Osteopathic Association.
American Public Health Association.
Board of Education for Librarianship of the American Library Association.
Commission on Accreditation of the Council on Social Work Education.
Committee on Professional Trainiug.of the American Chemical Society.
Council on Dental Education of the American Dental Association.
Council on Education and Professional Guidance of theltmerican,

Optometric Association.
Council on Education of the American Veterinary Medical Association.
Council on Education of the National Association of Chiropodists.
Council on Medical Education and Hospitals ofthe American Medical

Association.

\Engineers Council for Professional Developement.
National Architectural Accrediting Board.
National Association of Schools of Music.
National Nursing Accrediting Service of the Division of Nursing

Education of the National League for Nursing.
Society of American Foresters.

/

1Membership in the Association means that institutions have
satisfied standards for membership similar to those required by regional
accrediting agencies. The Association is represented on the National
Committee of Regional Accriting Agencies.
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Additions to. and deletions rotm the list will be made from time to/

time as conditions warrant. Any agency or association not included on

the list which desires to e so included may be added to the list if,

in the judgment Of the CoMmissioner it meets the established criteria.

Such organization should' request inclusion in writing, accompanying such

request with evidence stablishing its compliance with the criteria.

Upon receipt of any ch application the.Commissioner will make his

.determination on zh basis of the evidence presented and any further or
additional evidenci including in the discretion of the Commissioner a
field inspection" No adverse decision will be made without affording

.

opportunity for/a.hearing.

...

Dated: /September 17, 1952.

// EARL J. McGRATh,
U.S Commissioner of Education.

yrN
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